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PREFACE

During the spring of 1968 Educational Testing Service conducted a
natiornal survey of American college and university trustees in an attempt
t0 learn more about who they are, how they feel about various educational
and social issues, and what they do in their roles as trustees. On the
basis of the data gathered in that survey, two reports were written. The
first was published by Educational Testing Service in early 1969 under
the title College and University Trustees: Their Backgrounds, Roles, and
Educational Attitudes. Written by the author of this report, that mono-
graph summarized the basic findings of the survey; that is, it described
the trustees. Later in 1969, Morton A. Rauh's book The Trusteeship of
Colleges and Universities was published by McGraw-Hill. Though Rauh's

book was far more than a research report and drew extensively on the
author's experience in working with college governing boards, the survey
results formed a vital part of his book.

While the descriptive profiles offered in these two publications
may have been timely and useful, they lei't unanswered many questions of
crucial importance about college trustees and their roles. Consequently,
in the summer of 1969, with the support of The Hazen Foundation, we began
a more detailed analysis of the survey data. Our intention was to extend
our understanding of college and university tristees and trusteeships
primarily by focusing on the interrelationships among the characteristics
described in the first two reports, by relating these data to those pub-
lished in other sources, and by concentrating more carefully on the

question of governance.
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At about the same time, however, rumblings of change in the composi~
tion of college governing boards were being heard, suggesting that one
of the most ouvtstanding features defined by the survey--the homogeneity
of trustees' backgrounds--might be undergoing modification. Columbia
University announced a reduction in the minimum age for membership on
its board; Stanford's trustees voted unanimously to fill two board vacan-
cies with faculty members from other institutions; two recent graduates
were appointed to the Princeton board; and several other institutions
announced that undergraduate students had been named as trustees. With
these events coming so soon on the heels of the first reports of the
trustee survey, we experienced fleeting feelings of influence. Had our
findings served as the impetus for some of these changes? Was this
really an example of recearch having an impact on policy? However, we
quickly realized that, aside from newspaper accounts of change at these
few prestigious institutions, there was, in fact, no real evidence of

significant change in board composition on a national level.

We therefore decided, in the fall of 1969, to postpone further
analysis of the original trustee data and poll the presidents of the
same 536 institutions that had participated in our earlier study to
learn whether and to what extent shifts had been occurring in the
intervening 18 months. The complete report of the results of this
poll is given in Appendix C. In brief, it suggests that significan*
and widespread alterations in board membership are more fact than fancy;
meny institutions reported adding young people, women, Negroes, and
those with educational occupations to their governing boards during the

time span in question.

Having verified "the movement," we could now return our attention
to a more refined analysis of the original trustee data. The information
regarding board composition changes, however, added a new perspective to
this analysis. Given the fact that women, young people, Negroes, and
educators were being added to many boards, it now seemed particularly
relevant and timely to give special attention to the background charac-

teristics of age, sex, race, and occupation. By such an approach we

iv
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would not only be adding to our knowledge, generally, of the relationship
between the backgrounds cof trustees and their educational attitudes, but
we might also be gaining a be*ter understanding of the trustees of the
future. Assuming that th~ trena toward broader board representation con-
tinues, it seems reasonable to expect the "new trustee" to be similar in
attitudes to his "minority group" predecessor. Simply put, our current
best guess about the styles of the women, Negroes, young people and
educators being added to governing boards is that they will be similar

to those few members of these groups already serving on these boards.

At least it seems safe to conjecture that they will be more similar in
attitudes to these people than to the "typical" or majority board member.
Such logic, of course, formed the basiec for the title of this report.

Many references are made in this paper to our first report, College
and University Trustees: Their Backgrounds, Roles, and Educational
Attitudes. Since it includes all the methodological details such as

nature of the trustee sample, response rates (by type of institution),

and how the questionnaire was developed, that material is not repeated
here. The only duplication is in Appendix A, where the questionnaire is
again reproduced so that the reader, as he proceeds through this report,
will have a convenient guide t0 the actual questions asked of the trustees.

Many people assisted in the preparation of this report. Barbara
Dynarski and Eldon Park provided invaluable assistance at all stages.
Reviews of a preliminary draft were provided by Carl Haag, Richard
Peterson, and Robert Feldmesser. Ruth Miller edited and Marian Helms
typed the final copy for publication. The cover was designed by Chet
Tanaka.

Just as the trustees' cooperation was the most important single
ingredient of the first report, the LO2 college and univarsity presidents
who provided us with information regarding changes in the composition of
their boards were the most important contributors to this report. We are
grateful to them and hope they will feel that their ccoperation was
wortiwhile.

Rodney T. Hartnett
Princeton, New Jersey
March, 1970
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Part I

ARE TRUSTEE ATTITUDES IMPORTANT?

On September 19, 1969, the Board cf Regents of the University of
California ordered that dismissal proceedings be initiated for an acting
assistant professor of philosophy at UCLA who publicly acknowledged
membership in the Communist party.

At about the same time, at New Jersey's Trenton State College, the
trustees excnerated the college president of faculty charges of incom-
petence and extended a vote of confidence to tl.e beleaguered president,
whose resignation was being demanded by nearly three quarters of the
faculty body.

At Catholic University in Washington, D. C., also in the fall of
1969, faculty concern was raised over the decision of the president to
appecinit a search committee for the soon-to-be-vacant deanship of the
university's school of sacred theology. The theology faculty had already
indicated its choice to the president, but their nominee, who was already
on the faculty, had apparently stirred up the trustees' ire by signing
a document dissenting from a recent papal encyclical. There was some

doubt, therefore, that the trustees would approve his appointment.



And at the University of Tennessee, still in the fall of 19¢%, the
board of trustees passed over the nominee of a faculty-student presiden-
tial screening committee and named to the presidency the one candidate
this group regarded as an Yunder-no-circumstances nominee.

Regardless of one's opinion about the "rightness" or "wrongness" of
these four stances, each se:ves to underscore a major point about the
authority and influence of college and university governing boards--that
while they may prefer to maintain a safe distance from the day-to-day
affairs of tle campus, the eventual responsibility and legal authority
for the institution's affairs rest with them, and their predilections
will almost surely influence the operation of most institutions. 1In
some cases their influence may be felt only in times of crisis or at the
urging of one or several pressure groups; in others the style of the board
may be to keep in close touch with the affairs of the college. In either
case, the authority of the trustees is considerably more than "paper power,"
and it would therefore seem to be serving more than academic interests

to learn as much as possible about them.

We do know some things of course, and our knowledge has increased
greatly in just the last year. In most of the newspaper articles, edi-
torials, comments in professional journals, and other discussions that
have dealt with college and university trustees, much has bsen made of
the fact that governing board members have been drawn predominantly from
occupations in business, are almost always white males with substantial
incomes, and are seldom less than LO years old. These are relevant fects
important in their own right as a means of better understanding who
trustees are and what they are like. But as pointed out in our earlier
report, the full benefit of this knowledge will not be realized without
a better understanding of the relationships between some of these descrip-
tive characteristics--age, race, occupation, income, and so forth--and
trustees' attitudes. For example, there is a tendency to lament the fact
that trustees are very often business executives. Yet it has not been
shown that there are substantial differences--attitudinal and functional--

among trustees of different occupations. Nor has it been demonstrated



that trustees! attitudes bear any relationship to other characteristics
of the institution. For example, if the academic program, climate, and
ist:rle” of an institution whose trustees are "conservative" in their
attitudes does not differ from a college whose trustees are "liberal,"
then there would seem to be little reason to raise the question of atti-

tudes in the first place.

Taken together, then, our lack of information regarding these two
questions--the relationship between attitudes and personal or demographic
characteristic.y, and between board attitudes and institutional "climate"
--leaves us in the position of concentrating on something that may have
no real significance.1 Consequently, the purpose of the first section

of this report is to examine these relationships.

Trustee attitudes and institutional "climate"

Though there exists a variety of opinions and outlooks on almost
. every governing board, it is nevertheless possible to obtain a measure
of "central tendency" from each board as a whole regarding most matters.
As a result, it is possible to say, on the basis of these group averages,
that board A is more in favor of academic freedom than board B, or that
board X is less inclined than board Y to favor student participation in-

certain forms of governance, and so on.

It is also possible to obtain from other relevant campus groups
their perceptions of what the institution is like, what its prevailing
"climate" appears to be. To obtain information about campus climates

for this research, perceptions of college faculty members, assessed by

means of the Institutional Functioning Inventory, were used.2

1ThLS is not meant to suggest that a condition exists only when it is
demonstrated to exist. But empirical information has a way of making straw
men disappear. Furthermore, there is some evidence for a relationship be-
tween attitudes and personal characteristics. See, for example, the discus-
sion of the business orientations of trustees in the earlier report (op.cit.).

%See R. E. Peterson, J. A. Ceatra, R. T. Hartnett, and R. L. Linn,
Institutional Functioning Inventory Preliminary Technical Manual, Educa-

tional Testing Service (1970), Princeton, New Jersey.
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These two kinds of data--trustees! attitudes and faculty members?
perceptions of the prevailing climate--were each available from 30 insti-
tutions. To eliminate errors due to poor sampling, however, only those
institutions for whom attitudinal data were available from at least
50 percent of their trustees were included. The logic of this step is
simple: the "average" attitude could hardly be regarded as representa-
tive of a board when fewer than half of the trustees were included in
the average figure. This reduced the number of institutions, for this
comparison, to 14. And for each of these institutions it was now pos-
sible to compare trustees' attitudes about a given educational issue with
faculty members perceptions of how that issue was being dealt with on
their campus. We were particularly interested in the areas of academic
freedom and democratic goveriiance, and have summarized these data in

Figures 1 and 2.3

In Figure 1 the institutional rankings of trustees! attitudes and
faculty members' perceptions of the institutional climate (in terms of
academic freedom) are plotted. The relationship is striking. Clearly,
on campuses where the trustees have "liberal" attitudes in the area of
academic freedom (the higher the rank the more liberal the attitudes of
trustees) there ie also a great deal of freedom on campus, according to
the faculty. Trustees at Antioch, for example, have the most liberal
views regarding academic freedom (thus, their rank of one on trustees!
attitudes) and their faculty also view the Antioch climate as being more
free than do the faculty at the other institutions (thus, their rank of
one on faculty-perceived climate). Similarly, the trustees at Minnesota,
Mt. Holyoke, and Gustavus-Adoiphus all have high-rankings in terms of
trustees' attitudes and faculty-perceived climates. On the other hand,
at institutions where trustees' attitudes regarding aca&gﬁEE‘Srggggm are
more conservative (relative to others in the group of fourteen) the\\\\\\\\

3Four items from the trustee questionnaire formed a 16 point trustees'
academic freedom scale and sixteen items formed the democratic governance
scale. Technical information regarding these scales (e.g., item content,
means, variance, etc.) are provided in Appendix B.
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faculties likewise perceive a lack of academic freedom or, more precisely,
less academic freedom than is perceived at the other institutions. At
one particular midwestern, church-related, liberal-arts college trustees!'
attitudes are the most c.nservative of the group, thus ranking fourteenth,
or last. At the same institution, the faculty-perceived freedom climate
is also low, ranking thirteenth among the fourteen institutions.b The
rank order correlation (rho) between the two sets of scores is .85, indi-
cating a very high linear relationship between trustees' attitudes and
the institutional climate as perceived by the faculty.

In Figure 2, the relationship between trustees' attitudes regarding
democratic governance (that is, participatory rather than autocratic) and

faculty members! pefceptions of the governance "climate" on their campus
is presented. As with academic freedom, there is a positive relationship
(though not as great) between trustees' attitudes and faculty perceptions
(rho = .46). Thus, for example, Antioch and Mt. Holyoke trustees clearly
favor democratic governance, and the faculties of these two institutions
likewise perceive an environiwent characterized by wide invelvement in

decision making.

Now, what do these findings mean? To say that trustees' attitudes
are relsted to institutional climates cannot necessarily be taken to
mean that the trustees!' attitudes create or otherwise influence the
climate. In fact, it may be the opposite. One might speculate that
institutions with a history of a particular sort of ethos tend to seek
out and attract trustees with compatible beliefs. Thus, Antioch's
tradition of academic freedom and democratic governance may set certain
boundaries, intentionally or unintentionally, on the sort of person who
might consider, or be considered for, such a position. Such logic, how-

ever, does not seem to be as convincing at public institutions, where

hThe reader should not conclude that because some institutions are
named and others are not, that permission to reveal institutional identity
was in most cases denied. In Figure 1 only five ins%itutions were asked
for permission. Four granted it. In Figure 2, only four institutions
tere asked for permission, three agreeing.
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trustees are often appointed by the governor or elected by the public.

In these cases, the argument that trustees' attitudes influence the campue
environment has more appeal. Consider the state of California, where
members of the board of regents of the university, the board of trustces
for the colleges, the board of governors for the community collegnrs, and
the coordinating council for higher education (whose function is to syn-
chronize the efforts of the other three), are all appointed by the governor.
It would be difficult to believe that the dispositions and attitudes of
the appointees do not have some inflvence on the campus climates. In fact,
the current (1970) governor of California, at least partially through the
influence of his new appointees, was able to win back to the board of
regents the power to appoint and promote tenured faculty members, a power
that had been delegated to the chancellors of the nine university campuses
only three years earlier.5 Surely such incidents can be taken as signs

of support for the argument that trustees' attitudes do influence campus

environments.

Clearly, then, the relationship between trustees' attitudes and
faculty members' perceptions of their enviromment is complex. In certain
institutions it may be more a matter of the institutional "character"
dictating the choice of trustees, in others a case of trustees! attitudes
frequently influencing the climate of the college, and of course in certain
cases it's a combination of both of these. But whichever explanation is
most appropriate for a given campus, it would seem clear that, generally,
the educational attitudes of trustees are important. Legally they stand
at the top of the governance structure; their educational values are

obviously a critical ingredient in the functioning of the college.

SFor more details regarding this and other similar incidents in
California, see "Reagan Now Controls California System," in The Chronicle
of Higher Education, September 15, 1969 (page 9).

-8-



The relationship between trustee attitudes and various background character-

istics

In Table 1 the correlations between seven background characteristics
and two attitude scales are presented for eight types of institutions.6
The correlations are consistently highest for political ideology, where
there is a strong tendency for political conservatives to be less disposed
toward the concepts of academic freedom and democratic governance than
moderates or liberals. This relationship is particularly strong for aca-
demic freedom, with correlations ranging ifrom .42 for trustees of public
7 Thus,
it would appear that knowledge of a trustee's self-perceived political

universities to .55 for trustees of selective public universities.

ideology--that is, whether he regards himself as a conservative, moderate,
or liberal--enables a reasonably good prediction of his attitudes about

these two important educational issues.

The magnitude of the other correlations are not as large as those for
political ideology, but nevertheless provide leads for various speculations.
For example, female trustees at each of the eight types of institutions are
more in favor of democratic governance and academic freedom than men. Simi-
larly, level of education is positively and consistently related to these
attitudes. That is, the higher one's level of formal education, the more
likely he is to oppose loyalty oaths for faculty members, favor student
participation in governance, and the like. On the other hand, less enthu-
siasm for these two concepts is characteristic of trustees who are busi-

nessmen, Republicans, and of an older age group.

6Race, en important variable to examine in this comnection (especially
in view of the recent trend in many institutions to add Negroes to their
board), had to be omitted since there were too few Negroes serving on these
boards to make correlational analysis possible. The characteristics of the
very small group of Negro trustees, however, are examined in Part II of this
report.

Tas noted in the first report (Hartnett, op.cit.), selective colleges
and universities were chosen on the basis of selectivity indices in Cass
and Birnbaum's Comparative Guide to American Colleges (Harper and Row, 1965)
or the selectivity index in Alexander Astin's Who Goes Where to College
(Gcience Research Associates, 1965).




‘¢ = TeIoqT] ‘2 = 93BISPON ‘T = SATBAIOSUOD POIODS ATOTOSPT TBOTITTOL,

*¢ = gmaoowe(q ‘2 = ,IOY30, ‘T

+0 = SadYqo ITe ‘T = uoTedndO0 S§SSUTSNQ PAJOIS uotgednoo)

ueotTqndey PaJooS SUOTFBTSIIOD (UOSIBIJ) ,IBNISI, o8 mmmnau

*sTRTIaSTq-qutod Omﬂ<o

*SoTevs YJ0q JO JUALSSIOPUS STBWEJ 1978948 97BOTPUT SUOTFBTSIIOD aAaT3rsod
soyl °2 = oTEWeSJ ‘[ = oTew SurJoos £q pegndmod fsTeTIesTq-juTod SIB STQBTIBA X3S 8Y3 JOF mqoﬂpmamnhoop

pue ¢IIT pue II STeAoT = SO8aTT.) ‘I TeA9T = s989T[OD JoTump
+q *[ WOIJ POATJISP aXe §9TI0899F0 TBUOTINLI4SUT ‘qrodax sTY3 JO

pUB WOpSSJI OTWSPEOE SIOABY SUO SJIOW dYg ‘oJ00S ay3 JOUITY oYy

*AI ToA9] = SSTJTSIVATUN

!YOTUM UT ‘suoTqBudTsap uordeonpd JO IITII0
9sea syj gnoySnoayy pue STAB} STUS UL,

*90UBUIDA0T8 OTFBRIOOWSP

¢goanseoul HI Pue J oyg Yy3oq Jod--*330N

cet 26 6¢° 66 Te* oY ¢et 26 1€ ¢6° AN o LT° 6
#I° 62° 10° go° ¢T* 62 g0° @T* AN Lo® TO° Lo° ot
6T°- 2¢*- LO°- TI'- Ge'- 62°- oOg'- 322~ Lri°- 12~ Lo~ @QI'- ¢O°-¢I°-
Te'- Le2*- ¢0° le GT°- GT°- ¢I'- TT°- 90°- 00° g0° - 00* 60° go°*-
gr* G2° T AN 22 92 og° ¢e° gr* 92’ ot oe* 91* 12°
¢T*- 9T°- g2~ #2°- GO'- 02°'- 6I°- 9I°- @QO°- OT'~ LO"- 9T°- OI'- ¢¢°-
G @ ge et 9T* 22° HI* 12T ¢t ot 6T° oOT* 6o° 3T
bda 4 x4 Bg 4 b I ba 7 B 4 bx 4
(=)  (26=N) (€99=N) (o2l=N) (sgee=N) (#o1=N) (£gT=N)
s,1%®s,0 s,notTAand Ss,A R S, *ATUN £989TTOD *ATU) §989TTOD

993BATI] SAT309TOS *q3®d ogBATI] 99BATIJ otTand otTand
SAT3O9TOS

og° 6% ABOTOSPI TBITITIOd

o ot uapnmm Te2T3TTod
LO°~ CT°- onoﬂudmﬁouo
20° g0 swoour
LT o2 uotTgBoNpE
#0° €0'- a8y

- . m
x4

(1%2=N)

88,00

orTand

(pa) 20UBUISA0S OT96J00WSD Pue (J) WOPISLI OTWSDPBOB Burpaefaa sopn3rllze ITSYJ PUuB

SUOTNSTASUT JO sodfy JUOISIJTIP 4B SO99sndq JO SOTJSTI930BIBYD TRUOSISd PIJOSTaS UIIMISQq SUOTYBISLI0D

T STaBL

O

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

[E




The nature of the relationship among these variables, it is worth
pointing out, is not consistent across the eight types of institutions.
For example, income correlate.: measonably well with attitudes about aca-
demic freedom and democratic governance at selective private institutions,
but not at the others. Similarly, political party affiliation correlates
moderately well with these attitudes at private colleges, Catholic insti-
tutions and, again, selective private institutions, but not as well at
the other types. It is therefore important to make clear what type of

institution is being considered when discussing these relationships.

Even with this gualifier made, however, adequate interpretation of
the correlation coefficients is still lacking. Within one type of institu-
tion-~private colleges, for exanple--what does it mean to say that sex
correlates .16 with attitudes toward academic freedom (from Table 1)?
One answer is that, in this case, women tend to be somewhat more freedom-
oriented than men. (Actually, as it turns out, women are more inclined
teo favor academic freedom at every type of institution included here,
but more at some types than others.) But how much more freedam-oriented
is "somewhat"? What does a .16 correlation--or any of the other correla-
tions--mean in terms of different attitudes between the sexes, age groups,

educational levels, and the like?

In an attempt to shed more light on the meaning of these correlations,
the data for private college trustees are examined in more detail in
Tables 2 and 3 by comparing trustees categorized on the basis of four of
the Table 1 independent variables--sex, age, level of education, and

political party affiliation.8

8Private colleges were chosen for this analysis simply because of the
large sample of trustees from this type of institution. However, the inter-
pretation of the various relationships would be similar for all correlations
of the same magnitude, regardless of the type of institution.

The four variables included in this closer examination were chosen
because they seemed to comprise the kind of information most immediately
available zbout a person, and therefore likely to be most useful and rele-
vant (except for one's occupation, which will be considered later). Politi-
cal ideology, which is the background characteristic bearing the strongest
relationship to educational attitudes, was excluded bscause it is not
usually a "public" piece of information and not likely to be explicitly
considered in selecting trustees.

-11-



In Table 2 it can be seen that the sex of the trustees--a variable
already shown (in Table 1) to correlate moderately with attitudes regarding
academic freedom--is indeed a revealing barometer of attitudes. Women
trustees more often agree that faculty members should have the right to
free expression of opinions (80 percent vs. 66 percent for men), are less
likely to endorse administrative censorship of the student newspaper

(16 percent vs. 43 percent for men), and so on.

Likewise, age, level of education, and political party affiliation
data in Table 2 can be useful in clarifying the correlations in Table 1.
Trustees over 60, trustees with no baccalaureate degree, and those who
are Republicans are more likely to favor censorship of the student news-
paper, loyalty oaths for faculty members, and a screening procedure for
would-be campus speakers, and less likely to agree that colleges should

be actively engaged in solving social problems.

Categorized by the same four personal characteristics, the attitudes
of trustees toward democratic governance are presented in Table 3. Again
the correlations given in Table 1 are clarified. A higher percentage of
male trustees feel that only administrators and trustees should have major
authority in making 15 of the 16 decisions listed (determining tuition
being the only exception). Many of these percentage differences are
slight, however, thus accounting for the modest sex/democratic governance
correlation (.13) at private colleges. In the same vein, older trustees,
trustees with less formal education, and trustees who are Republicans,
lean more toward a system of "top-down" authority. In féct, a sizable
proportion of these trustees, for reasons not determinable on the basis
of these data, are apparently unwilling to entrust members of the fac-
ulty and student body with any real authority, even in areas of decision
making that are extremely important to the daily lives of these two
groups. For example, in the area of academic affairs, over one third
of the Republican trustees oppose faculty members having major authority

when it comes to adding or deleting a degree program and over two-thirds

-12-
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take tii* same position when it comes to appointing their academic dean.9

Ovcupation as a predictor of trustee behavior In Table 1 a trustee's

occupation, along with numercus other personal characteristics, is shown
to be related to his educational attitudes. That relationship--based on
a businessmen vs. all other classification scheme--indicates that, as a
group, businessmen trustees tend to be conservative in their attitudes
about acads=mic freedom and democratic governance. Though the magnitude

of the relationship is not great, it is consistent across all types of
institutions. More important, perhaps, is that it is based on a business/

nonbusiness dichotomy.

The purpose at this point is to examine in greater detail the rela-
tionship between occupation and certain attitudes and behaviors as a
trustee. The significance of this variable should be self-evident, and
though it would appear that in the present context its importance is not

as great as might often be the case, it certainly decserves attention.lo

In Tables 4 and 5 the educational attitudes of different occupational
groups are compared. Table L includes five occupational gronps on boards
of private institutions, and Table 5 compares four groups from public insti-
tutions. (In both cases, the number and type of occupation selected was
determined solely by whether or not there were enough people in the group
to make meaningful comparisons.)

9It should be pointed out that while certain trustees would like to
withhold major authority from the faculty in certain academic areas, the
faculty, in turn, are perhaps even more reluctant to accept the students:!
role in making academic decisions. A recent report from the Berkeley Center
for Research and Development in Higher Education, (Robert C. Wilson and
Jerry G. Gaff. "Student Voice-Faculty Response," The Research Reporter, IV,
2, 1969) for example, notes that "professors are reluctant to shar their
academic power," and points out that 6L percent of the faculty su. .yedwould
deny studeats any voting privileges on decisions regarding academic policies.

loBecause we are dealing here with a very elite group of pecple--and,
consequently, a rather restricted range of occupations (at least in terms
of status)--some of the more important, features of occupation as a major
independent variable are diminished. For example, level of education
usually bears a strong relationship to occupation but not in this study
owing to the restricted rangs of people included.
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These data indicate that there are considerable differences of opinion
among the occupational groups. At both public and private institutions,
trustees who are businessmen tend to be the most conservative. At private
institutions, one third of the businessmen disagree with the statement that
ifaculty members should have %he right to express their opinions about any
issue they wish in various channels of college communication...without fear
of reprisal." Of the five occupational groups, trustees who identify them-
relves as educators are least likely to disagree with that statement. For
the other academic freedom statements a similar response pattern is found.
Still considering private institutions; fewer than one fourth of the educa-
tors (23 percent) favor censorship of the student newspaper, whereas over
half of the physicians and dentists favor this practice; slightly less
than one third of the educators agree to the reasonableness of a loyalty
oath for faculty members, whereas nearly two-thirds of the businessmen

feel this way.

Interestingly, the same general pattern holds for public institution
trustees, but the ideological gap between educators and others is not
nearly as great. In general it appears that educators on boards of public
institutions are more conservative than those at private ones. Though
there are probably numerous reasons for this difference, one of the major
ones would appear to be the difference in the composition of the occupa~-
tional subgroup "educator." Over half (55 percent) of the public insti-
tution trustees who are educators are teachers or administrators at the
primary or secondary school level; only 28 percent of the educators on

private institution boards are so employed.

Differences between the occupational groups in terms of their atti-
tudes about who should be served by higher education are not nearly as
large or consistent as they are for attitudes about academic freedom.
For private institutions, members of the clergy appear to be most eager
to push the admissions door wider ajar, whereas at public institutions
(where there are not enough members of the clergy to warrant separate

analysis) there are no consistent differences among the groups.

-18-



Pinglly, some of the miscellaneous attitudes yield interesting differ=-
ences. Educators at bo.. types of institutions appear to be least concerned
about the possibility of increased federal support leading to increased
federal control and, except for clergymen, are least opposed to collective
bargaining by the faculty, and least impressed with the positive influence
of fraternities and sororities. Businessmen, on the other hand, seem to

be those whose opinions are most at odds with educators on these matters.

But what about other differences among these groups? Attitudes aside,
is there any evidence that their behaviors as trustees differ very much?
In Table 6 a comparison of educational reading habits among private insti-
tution trustees demonstrates a dramatic difference in the "information gap"
among the groups.ll Trustees who are educators are far more familiar with
the various books and journals relevant to higher education than any other
occupational group. With the exception of professional educators, in fact,
the reading levels of the other four occupational groups are very similar.
These findings are hardly surprising. Naturally, one whose occupation is
in the field of education should be expected to read more in the field
than someone whose primary professional allegiance is to law, medicine, or
whatever. Presumably these people, when they find time from busy schedules
for reading, are trying to keep up to date in their own specialties. There-
in, however, lies the problem. Assuming that keeping up with the higher
education literature has a bearing on how one functions as a trustee--and
such a connection is only an assumption--it would seem that some arrange-
ment for keeping trustees'! abreasi of what's happening invhigher education

must be devised.

Finally, one further comparison among these occupational groups seems
to be relevant. Tables 7 and 8 provide information for the same five
occupational groups in terms of the amount of money contributed by trustees
as well as the amount they have been able to generate for their institution

during the past five years. Trustees from fields of business lead the

l;A similar comparison among public institution trustees is omitted

here because of its similarity to the data frrm private institutions.
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other groups in both instances. At private institutions nearly a
fourth of the businessmen (24 percent) have individually contributed
over $30,000, proportionately almost double the nex. highest group
(lawyers, with 13 percent). Further, almost half of them (48 percent)
have been able to generate over $10,000, compared to 36 percent for
lawyers. In terms of personal contributions, educators and clergymen
donated the smallest amounts, and they are joined by members of the
medical professions as low ranking generators of funds, even though
10 percent of the educators--more than any other occupational group--
generated contritutions of $500,000 or more.

At public institutions (see Table 8) trustees with business occupa-
tions again donate and generate more money than the other occupational
groups, but in each case at a lower amount. As one example, 43 percent
of the businessmen at private institutions have personally donated over
$10,000 to their college in the past five years, as opposed to 1l percent
at public institutions. Nevertheless, it would appear that even at public
institutions, giving money or being able to get it for the institution is
an important trustee characteristic. So, whatever differences are found
between the various occupational groups in terms of their attitudes,
knowledge of higher education, and the like, it may be that such differ-
ences are academic. It would appear that ability to give or attract
large sums of money is still an important criterion of trustee selection,
and successful businessmen are most likely to provide their institutions
with this kind of assistance. Furthermore, it appears to be a criterion
of the trustees themselves. At private institutions, for example,
trustees who become members of the board via selection by the board
itself give and generate more money than those who become board members
in other ways. Presidential appointees are second in this regard.

Implications for trustee selection

Though the correlations between tructees' background characteristics

and their educational attitudes are not large, they are of sufficient

-23-



magnitude, as already indicated, tn result in considerable attitude dif-
ferentiation between groups. Thus, knowing whether a given trustee
nominee is male or female will not permit an accurate prediction of his
or her attitudes but, taking women as a group, it is clear that, in
general, their attitudes are more liberal than those of men and adding
them to gaverning boards would have a liberalizing influence on such
groups. A similar prediction can be made for young people, those from
nonbusiness occupations, and so on. In individual cases, predictions of
their educational attitudes would be very imprecise, but in the long run,
paying attention to these variables will very likely be reflected in

differen: educational attitudes among board members.

Should this be the case? That is, given the relationships noted
earlier, should such variables as sex, age, occupation, and the like be
considered in selecting trustees? Many will claim that these are essen-
tially irrelevaut characteristics and that the major criteria for trustee
selection should continue to be achievement and stature in one's profes-
sion or community. Furthermore, one might argue that the criteria for
board selection should depend to some externt on the need to create a
balance of expertise on the board, such as experience in investments and

certain areas of law.

The point to be made, however, is that neither of these positions
-=-that is, that trustee selections should be based on professional
achievement and considerations of "balance" on the board--need imply
that such variables as age, sex, and occupation carsnot also be consid-
ered. These criteria are hardly mutually exclusive. There are obvi-
ously many women, many young people, and many people from nonbusiness
occupations who meet the other criteria. As it is, the tendency to
appoint older, male, businessmen is severely constraining the range of
attitudes likely to be found on governing boards.
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Part II

A CIOSER IOOK AT SEVERAL GROUPS NOT
WELL-REPRESENTED ON GOVERNING BOARDS

Our earlier report on the backgrounds, roles, and educational
attitudes of trustees pointed out that, as a group, they are quite
homogeneous in many ways. To quote from that paper: "In general,
trustees are male, in their 50's (though, nationally more than a third
are over 60), white (fewer than two percent in our sample are Negro),
well-educated, and financially well-off..."12 The survey made in the
fall of 1969, however, suggested that this background homogeneity may
be giving way to greater diversity.13 That is, the very groups that
were not well represented on governing boards in the spring of 1968
--women, Negroes, young people, and those from nonbusiness occupations--

were being added at a considerable number of institutions.

In an effort to gain a better understanding of what these new

trustees might be like, this section of the paper presents a closer

12artnett, op.cit., p. 19-

L3Rodney T. Hartnett, A Survey of Changes in the Composition of
College and University Governing Boards During 1968-1969. ETS Research
Bulletin 70-7, Princeton, N. J. (This complete report is given in
Appendix C.)
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examination of three of these groups--women, Negroes, and young people--
who were already serving on these boards. The tactic, simply, is to
make an estimate of what the new trustees will be like by looking care-
fully at those few trustees from the same underrepresented groups who
already served on a college governing board. We have already seen, in
Part I of this report, that sex and age are related to certain educa-
tional attitudes, but here these variables will be examined more

intensively.

One of the problems with this sort of inquiry, of course, is that
there is no criterion--or at least we do not have one--for a "good"
trustee. As Rauh has already pointed out:

Diversification is usually measured in terms of occupa-
tion, economic position, age, and sometimes sex and race.
Unfortunately, these measures are inconclusive, since no
cne has developed any means for correlating them against
some index of quality of trusteeship. No one, to my
knowledge, has any basis for stating that a $7,500 per
year school teacher would perform in the trustee's role
in 2 manner significantly better than the $70,000 per
year corporation lawyer. This case for diversification
must rest on the assumption that diverse backgrounds
provide a broader point of view and hence a more
effective board.ll

It is possible, however, to see to what extent their educational
attitudes differ, taking at least this one aspect of their role out of
the realm of speculation. It is also possible to look at some of their
behavior--for example, number of books read, money contributed--in order
to better understand how they might function as trustees. Of cours such
an analysis still tells us nothing about the "quality of trusteeship."

Hopefully, however, it will provide a base for various conjectures.

The Negro trustee

In the previous report of these same data, it was pointed out that

of a national sample of nearly 5,200 trustees, only 68 or 1.3 percent

1)"Mor‘con A. Rauh, The Trusteeship of Colleges and Universities,
McGraw-Hill, 1969 (p. 100).
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were Negroes. Though at the time this figure seemed shockingly small,
it is now clear after further analysis, that it was a somewhat mislead-
ing overstatement of Negro participation in the governance of American
bigher education. For a clearer picture of Negro membership on college
governing boards at that time, consider Table 9. Of 66 black trustee:
(data from two Negro trustees could not be classified into any of the
categories in Tuble 9) over three-fourths (76 percent) served on the
governing boards of predominantly Negro colleges. Only 16 black trustees
--out of a national sample of over 5,000--were members of a governing
board of an integrated or predominantly white institution, and of these
approximately a third served on junior college boards. Thus, only

11 blacks in our sample were trustees of integrated senior institutions.

In view of these striking facts, it might be well to consider
briefly some of the more outstanding characteristics of this very small
group of Negroes. They were all men. Compared to Negro trustees at
predominantly Negro institutions they were more often Republicans (L4 out
of the 11 as opposed to 5 out of 43 of the Negro trustees at Negro col-
leg-<), and more often conservative or moderate in political ideology
(6 out of the 11 regarded themselves as either conservative or moderate
as opposed to one third of the black trustees at Negro institutions) .
None of the 11 were clergymen, whereas 7 of those from Negro college

governing boards were.

Obviously, making much ado about differences between two groups
when one of the groups consists of only 11 people can be very misleading.
Nevertheless, these data do suggest that the few Negroes who attained
(or accepted) positions on the boards of integrated institutions were
more like those already serving on those boards than were the trustees
of predominantly Negro institutions. This is hardly a surprising phe-
nomenon and has had its parallel in the way in which black students
are racruited to predominantly white institutions. Yet, the educational
wisdom of the practice is questionable. As more disadvantaged or high
risk students are admitted to integrated colleges and universities,

many different kinds of pressures will be felt. This is already quite
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Table 9
Distribution of Negro trustees by type of institution
(1968 national sample)

Junior Totals by
Traditionally Negro Institutions Colleges Colleges Universities Type of Control
N ? N % N No%
Public 0O O 4 21 0 0 1k 21
Private:
Independent 0 0 1 21 2 3 16 2k
Catholic 0O O 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other church-related T 1l 13 20 0 O 20 31
Totals by level of offerings 71 L1 62 2 3 50 76
Other Institutions
Public 5 8 1 2 6 9 12 19
Private:
Independent 0 0 1 2 2 3 3 p)
Catholic 0 O 0 © 0 O 0
Other church-related 0 0 l 2 0O 0 1l 2
Totals by level of offerings 5 8 3 6 8 12 16 26
Total 12 19 4h 68 10 15 66 102%

a‘Percent:a.ges do not add to 100 because of rounding.
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clear, as reflected most resoundingly, perhaps, by the growing demands
for black studies. Such transition pains could surely be reduced by
insightful counsel and opinion. However, one may wonder if the advice

of black trustees wouldn't be more insightful if there were a better
representation or balance of backgrounds and ideologies. Including on
the governing boards only those who have "made it" in the sense of having
attained high status occupations, income, and the like (or, as some would
prefer to put it, those who have made it in "whitey's society"), may not

be the most judicious practice.

The foregoing is not meant to suggest that, as a group, Negro
trustees were little different from non-Negro trustees, but only that
Negro trustees at integrated institutions, based on information from
11 trustees only, were more like non-Negro trustees than Negro trustees
a; Negro institutions. The fact remains, however, that, as a group,
Negro trustees differed in many ways from white trustees. This is
particularly true with respect to attitudes relatad to the social and
educational problems of Negro Americans. Consider the data in Table 10.
Agreement with statements espousing easier access to higher education
and concern for contemporary social problems was consistently greater
for black trustees than for non-Negroes. Indeed, it would be very
surprising if this were not the case. But it is worth reporting here,
if only to dispel the notion that Negro trustees don't feel any dif-
ferently about some of the current higher education problems than their
white colleagues. They obviously do. And even if black trustees at
oredominantly white institutions are chosen on the basis of questionable
criteria, they still would appear to be sufficiently different in cer-
tain attitudes to add useful perspectives to the typical governing

board.

The question now, of course, is whether or not the 66 Negro trustees
added to governing boards during the last 18 months are like their prede-
cessors. If so, these new trustees, as a group, can probably be expected
to be more interested in seeing higher education become actively involved

in solving contemporary social prolilems, and more interested in universal
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Table 10

Extent of Negro and white trustees' agreement with statements
espousing institutional concern for social problems

and wider access 4o higher education

Percentage who agree or strongly agree

Negro trustees White trustees

Educational Attitudes® (N = 66) (N = 5114)

Institution should attempt to
solve social problems 76 61

Curriculum should be designed
i to serve diverse student body 82 62

Should be opportunities for higher
education for anyone who wants it 89 8L

‘ Colleges should admit disadvan-
i taged not meeting requirements 81 65

| 8statements are abridged and modified; for complete statements, see
[ questionnaire in Appendix A.
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higher education, but in neither of these instances are their opinions
likely to represent a radical departure from the views of those already

serving on these boards.

The female trustee

As was the case with Negro trustees, more refined analysis of the
seX makeup of college and university governing boards makes it clear
that previous discussions of this topic have been somewhat naive, and
have probably tended to overestimate the role women were asked to play
in the area of college and university governance. Our first report, for
example, indicated that 13 percent of the trustees in our national sample
were women, ranging from a low of 8 percent at private universities %o
a high of 20 percent at Catholic institutions. A more detailed summary

of the 1968 governing board memberships of women is given in Table 11.

Note that of the total group of 658 female trustees, nearly half
(45 percent) served on boards of women's colleges. Furthermore, only
16.}4 percent served on boards of universities, with slightly more on
junior college boards, and most (62.4 percent) on four year college
boards. Thus, our previous statement that 13 percent of the national
sample of trustees were women, while true, is clearl* an oversimplifica-
tion which would appear to exaggerate female memberships .n college and
university governing boards at the time of this study. In fact, the
289 women serving on boards of coeducational or men's four-year col-~
leges and universities comprised only 8 percent of the total sample of
trustees serving on boards of these types of institutions.

Since the time these data were gathered, of course, the scene has
undergone considerable change. Our recent national survey (see Appendix C)
suggests, for example, that many of tliese institutions are adding women
to their governing boards. Can the characteristics of the women already
serving as trustees tell us anything about the likely consequences of
this trend? Who are these worlen and what are they like? And if the
women being added are similar to them, what can we expect of these new

trustees?
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A summary of some of the more important biographical characteristics
of female trustees is presented in Table 12, where the characteristics
of trustees of women's colleges are reported separately and data for mal:
trustees are also provided. From these data two general poinvs can be
made. First, there were important differences between women who served
on boards of women's colleges and those who were trustees of other insti-
tutions. Second, both of these gromups--or, in other words, women trustees
generally-~differed in numerous significant ways from their male counter-

parts.

In terms of the male-female comparison, women trustees less often
had advanced degrees, more often held positions in "helping" occupations
(for example, community volunteer work, education) than in business, and
were more likely than the men to be Democrats and liberal. The education
and occupation differences were not surprising, of course, and probably
are reflections of certain kinds of biases operating in these other areas.ls
But the ideological difference is one that has not been apparent and is
worth exploring in more detail. In what ways, for example, might this
ideological difference between male and female trustees be reflected in
their attitudes and behaviors as trustees? The data in Table 13 offer a

clue.

When compared to men, the women trustees--whom we'!'ve already described
as being more liberal--were more in favor of free faculty expression of
opinion and more opposed to administrative control of the student news-
paper and loyalty oaths for faculty members. They were more likely to
agree that the institution ought to be actively engaged in solving social
problems and less enamored with organized fraternities and sororities as
a positive influence for undergraduates. Curiously, they differed very
little from men in their attitudes about who should be served by higher
education, but in this case both groups so strongly favored broad access

to higher education that differences between the two groups are minimal.

lE.For a view of the status of women in higher education generally,
see a special report, "Women in Higher Education: Challenging the Status
Quo," in The Chronicle of Higher Education, February 9, 1970.
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Table 12

Distribution of male and female trustees of four-year colleges

and universities by selected biographical

characteristics (in percentages)

Age
Under 40
4o-49
50-59

60-over

Level of Education

No Bach. degree
Bach. and/or Master's
Prof. or Ph.D.

Occupation
Business related
Education (all levels)
Community volunteer
Foundation executive
Other

Alumnus (a) of Institution

No
Yes, B.A-, B.S.
Yes, other degree

Political Party

Republican
Democrat
Other

Political Ideology

Conservative
Moderate
Liberal

Female Trustees

Male Trustees

Women's Other
Institutions Institutions
(N=230) (N=209)

3.9 2.4
20,2 16.3
37.8 33.6
35.7 bk
T4 17.6
67.0 66.1
22,6 14.6
1.2 6.7
36.5 18.0
26.1 30.0
8.7 5.5
14.3 20.8
28.3 51.6
65.2 34.9
3.9 11.8
31.3 52.6
56.5 37.4
5.2 5.5
6.5 12.1
67.0 57.8
20,2 25.%

(N=3943)
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Differences between the two groups of women trustees suggest that those
on boards of women's colleges tended to be somewhat more disposed toward
academic freedom, not surprisingly more optimistic about the advantages
of single-sex colleges, and less enthused about the value of fraternities

and sororities.16

In any event, it is clear that the edncational attitudes of female
trustees differed substantially from the men's attitudes in many important
areas. Whether such differences are best explained in terms of their
occupations (they were far more often involved in "helping" occupations),
a "feminine outlook," or whatever, is relatively unimportant. What is
important is that their appointment to trusteeships will probably contrib-

ute a more liberal viewpoint to most governing boards.

The young trustee

It is by now well known that college trustees, in general, are not
young people. Since the selection of these people to governing boards
in the first place is presumably determined on the basis of a record of
distinguished achievement of some kind, it should hardly be surprising
to learn that youth is not one of their outstanding features. Nationally,
over a third of the nation's college trusteszs surveyed were over 60 years
of age and only 5 percent were under L4O. As indicated by the data in
Table 14, however, there were sizable differences between the age distri-
butions at different types of institutions. Only 1 percent of the private
uriversity trustees were younger than 4O; nearly half of them (L6 percent)
were over 60, whereas fewerfthan one-fourth of the public college trustees

were of that age bracket.

16The differences between the femal: groups must be interpreted with
great care, since characteristics other than sex makeup of the student
body might be the major source of the difference. Women's colleges, for
example, are nearly always private. Thus, the differences between these
groups in terms of academic freedom, for example, may simply be a reflec-
tion of their type of control. For a more detailed discussion of this,
see the first report. ‘



Table 1k
Distribution of trustees' ages by type of

institution (in percentages)

Total Public Public Private Private

Sample College Univ. College Univ.
39 or ander 5 L 3 5 1
40 to k9 21 28 20 21 14
50 to 59 37 43 3k 35 37
60 to 69 a7 20 32 27 36
70 or over 9 4 8 10 10
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As with Negroes and women, however, this situation appears to be
changing. Our 1969 survey found that nearly one-third of the institu-
tions ih the sample have added one or more trustees under 4O since the

springlof 1968.

Such facts take on added importance when considered in the context
of some of the findings presented in the first section of this report.
There it was shown that age is related to various trustee attitudes at
all types of higher educational institutions. Specifically, younger
trustees (for purposes here, those below the age of LO) tended to be
somewhat more liberal in their attitudes toward academic freedom, more
likely to feel that the instituticn should be actively engaged in solving
contemporary social problems (from Table 2), and rather consistently in
favor of seeing decision making distributed widely cn the campus rather
than held only by administrators and trustees (from Table 3).

Another indication of the outlook of the younger trustee, and espe-
cially how he differs from those who are older, is the way he views the
role of the trustee. When asked to indicate what characteristics they
felt were "very important" in governing board members, nearly 20 percent
of the trustees below the age of LO chose "generally impatient with the
status quo and likes to move ahead with new ideas." Only 7 percent of
the trustees over 60 felt that this same characteristic was very impor-
tant. Conversely, "a general middle~of ~the-road point of view" was
regarded as important by 29 percent of the trustees under 4O, but by
L2 percent over 60.

Thus, like some of the other overlooked groups, it appears that the
addition of young people will add a more liberal point of view and might
inject a refreshing attitude of innovation. Unlike some of their older
counterparts, they do not appear to be concerned with how things have
been traditionally handled. On the other hand, they do not bring a
great deal of world-of work experience to such a position and wou’d
doubtlessly not be able to provide the financial boost many institutions
look for in their trustees. This latter point is particularly true at

private colleges. At private, senior institutions, for example,
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Table 15
FPinancial benefits accruing to private institutions through contributions

and efforts of trustees of different age groupsa

Percentage of trustees Percentage of trustees
making b generating contri-
individual contributions: butions from others:
Under 60 and Under 60 and
Amount 40 40-59 over Lo 40-59 over
Under $1,000 50 38 20 3 21 17
$1,000 - $9,999 27 40 43 %0 26 20
$10,000 - $29,999 7 11 15 11 13 12
$30,000 -~ $99,999 2 6 11 5 11 10
$100,000 - $499,999 2 3 6 3 7 8
$500,000 or more 0 0 0 0 b 5

aExcluding Junior colleges and all Catholic institutions.

bIncludes corporate contributions, foundation money, etc., over five
yvear period. For exact wording see item number 4 in Part III of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

cE.g., through direct solicitation or contacts, over five year pericd.

dPercentages do not add to 100 because of those omitting the item.
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58 percent of the trustees below the age of 4O had an annual income of

less than $20,000, proportionately twice as many as their older counter-
parts. Conversely, 16 percent of the under-4O trustees had annual incomes
in excess of $60,000, whereas 36 percent of those over 4O were in this

income bracket.

To see what effect this income discrepancy would have on the finan-
cial resources of private institutions, examine Table 15. Here one sves
that the previously-menticned income differences are or can be important
to the institution. Of the over-60 trustees, 17 percent contributed
$30,000 or more to their institution during the past five years, as com-
pared to L percent of the trustees under the age of L40. Furthermore,

23 percent of the older trustees were able to generate this amount from
other sources, while only 8 percent of the under-40 trustees were as
successful. These differences are substantial and are important canes to
remember in considering ways of modifying the composition of governing
boards, for the financial squeeze, especially on private institutions,

will probably get tighter in the years ahead.
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Part III

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summary

On the basis of data gathered from a national survey of college and
university trustees conducted during the spring of 1968, this study
explores the question of whether trustees' educational attitudes are
important, examines the relationship between these attitudes and certain
background characteristics, and attempts to look in closer detail at
certain groups of people who traditionally were not well represented on
college governing boards but have been added by a sizable group of insti-
tutions in the past year and one half. In so doing the present report
attempts to build on two earlier descriptive summaries of trustees' char-
acteristics based on the same pool of data.

The significance of trustees! attitudes »egarding educational
matters is suggested by the relationship between these attitudes and
certain aspects of the institution's "climate." It was shcwn, for
example, that on a campus where the trustees have liberal views regard-
ing academic freedom, the faculty members tend to perceive the institu-
tion as being a "free" place. Conversely, on campuses where trustees
are more guarded in their views, the faculty perceive a climate that
places more restraints on the academic and personal lives of faculty and

students. Trustees! attitudes about ""democratic governance'--the extent
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to which members of the college community other than trustees and admin-
istrators are involived in making decisions--are similarly related to

faculty members' views of how democratically their institution is governed.

Trustees!' educational attitudes and behavior are shown to be related
to a host of personal background characteristics. Sex, age, level of
education, political ideology, political party affiliation, and occupa-
tion are all seen to be important factors in understanding trustees!
attitudes. Briefly, women tend to be somewhat more lib=zral in their views
than men, younger trustees more liberal than older ones, trustees who
hoid earned advanced degrees more liberal than those who do not, political
liberals and conservatives to hold corresponding educational views, and
trustees from business occupations more ccnservative than trustees of
other occupational groups, particularly educators. In terms of their
behavior as trustees, educators on governing boards tend to be the best
informed (or, at least, are most familiar with the "literature" of higher
education) but the poorest source of revenue--either personally or through
contacts~-of all che occupational groups. Businessmen and attorneys--in
that order--appear to be the leaders in this regard. ‘

Finally, women, Negroes, and people under LO--three groups tradi-
tionally underrepresented as trustees, but of late being added to the
governing boards of many institutions--are considered in more detail.

Two of these groups--women and Negroes--were even more underrepresented
than originally believed. Prior to the recent additions, for example,
women comprised only 8 percent of the trustees of coeducational and men's
senior institutions. For Negroes, the situation was even worse. Only

11 black trustees--from a national sample of over 5,000--served on boards

of integrated senior institutions.

If the new trustees from these groups resemble those already serving
as trustees, it would seem that they will probably exert a liberal influ-
ence. Women trustees, for example, were more in favor of the principles
of academic freedom and democratic governance than their male counter-
parts, and Negroes were more interested in seeing colleges and univer-

sities play an active role in solving social problems and admitting
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disadvantaged students than non-Negro board members. The third under-
represented trustee--people under LO--would probably add a fresh outlook
to most governing boards, but at the same time i: likely to diminish the
amount of financial contribution that can be expected from the board.

Discussion

In the last two years there has been a great deal of consideration
and discussion about the appropriate roles of college and university
governing boards. For many years a behind-the-scenes force in American
higher education, they have now come--or been pushed--to center stage.
As a partial result of this, much has been learned about trustees as a
group. Nevertheless, these empirical descriptions of who trustees are
do not answer at least two othier important questions: who should they
be and what should be their major role? Any attempt to answer either of
these questions separately, however, will be fruitless. What kinds of
people to select as trustees should be determined, at least in part, on
what is expected of them. Traditionally, American college trustees were
regarded as kcepers of the college coffers, and even today the major role
that many of them play is strongly oriented toward the financial affairs
of the institution--thus, one reason for the disproportionate number of
businessmen serving on governing boards. In practice, it has been a

logical thing to do.

As is well-known, however, higher education has changed dramatically
in the last decade, and what once was reasonable may no longer be so.
Just as the nature of the collegiate experience today bears little resem-
blance to the collegiate days of yesteryear, so the role of the trustee
has changed. Consider just a few of the "problem areas" troubling many
college campuses today--demands by many black student groups for a
separate curriculum and segregated housing facilities, demands by stu-
dent radicals to abolish ROTC units and "classified" research, the move
to coeducation at many institutions with a long tradition of cloistered
campuses (and the resulting furor from alumni), and faculty strikes of
one kind or another. Though in many instances the problem can be solved
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by representative groups of students, faculty or others, often a satis-
factory resolution is not possible. In such instances the trustees,
willingly or otherwise, are becoming the pivotal force. Selecting
trustees with backgrounds and experience relevant to these problems

would seem to be sensible and desirable.

This is not meant to suggest that the mere modification of boards
in the direction of greater diversity of background characteristics will
be a panacea for solving the problems of higher education. Obviously,
the trustee's understanding of and support for the goals of the institu-
tion, his willingness to devote considerable time and energy (not just
money) toward its betterment, his creative and innovative ideas--all
these intangible characteristics surely must continue to be crucial. But
it does appear that the very likelihood of these orientations emerging
from governing boards will be greater at institutions where considerations
of certain kinds of balance--in terms of age, sex, race, occupation, and

the like--have been made.

Some may balk at the suggestion of deliberately attaining represen-
tativeness on governing boards, however. In explaining his opposition to
student and faculty membership on the Yale governing board, for example,
Kingman Brewster argues that the trustee's credibility depends in signifi-
cant part "on the widespread confidence by faculty, alumni, and the public
that they are not spokesmen for any special interest inside or outside
the university," and that "any representation of faculty, students, or
anyone else directly affected by their decision would immediately cor-
rupt the essence of trusteeship and turn it into a legislative forum of
'blocs'."17 As far as student and faculty representation on trustee
boards is concerned, Mr. Brewster's argument clearly has merit. It's
worth mentioning, in fact, that in the state of Michigan, studewts and

faculty are both barred from memhership on boards of state-supported

l7From Brewster's "The Report of the President, Yale University:
1968-69," Yale University Press, 1969, p. 20.
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colleges under the ruling that such membership would create "a substantial

conflict of interest."18

Though Brewster's comments refer specifically to students and faculty
members from the same institution as the board in question, the same
points could be raised by those who would oppose broader representation
o the kind meant here, that is, a better balance of backgrounds and
values in keeping with the nature and purposes of the institution. Such
an argument seems far-fetched, however. For example, female trustees
could hardly be regarded as representativcs of the women students and
Negro trustees as spokesmen for the black students, with neither group
being concerned about the rest of the institution. It is highly unlikely
that they would see themselves as "legislators" or as having any direct
"constituency." Rather, because of their backgrounds and present perspec-
tives they would lend wisdom and experience to the board where it would

seem to be sorely needed.

Still, in spite of signs of greater popularitv of this new breed of
trustee, the long-term outlook for broader representation of this kind s
very uncertain, and the financial facts of life at many institutions,
particularly private ones, make this understandable. Making the most
informed decision or recommendation about, say, a controversial new cur-
riculum, won't be all that important if the institution must close down
a week later because it can't meet its payroll. In the absence of a
heavy dose of federal aid to private colleges, money will probably con-
tinue to be a major consideration in trustee appointments for many years,
and it wou ld be naive to lose sight of the fact. Thus, it will doubtless
continue to be common practice, particularly at private institutions to
appoint people who, through p::rsonal wealth or professional financial
knowledge, can enhance the financial well-being of the institution. In
commenting on these questions as desiderata for trustees at New York

University, for example, one observer has remarked: "What NYU has in its

18For more details on this situation, see "Student Service on State
College Boards Ruled Conflict of Interest in Michigan," The Chronicle of
Higher Education, February 16, 1970, p. 1.
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Daily News, (of New York University

trustees is an elite passkey into any gathering of influential people,
representatives who can front for the university in the interlocking
directorate world of big busines~, higher education, public service, and
government. Such contacts are important both to NYU's finances and its

public image."l9

One mgy argue, however, that it would make sense to separate these
important fiscal responsibilities from those more directly concerned with
the educational program of the institution. Granting the importance of
the role just described, does it necessarily follow that these same people
will be the most judicious when it comes time to decide upon a proposed
tlack studies program or new admissions criteria? Though vitally impor-
tant, the possession of, or great knowledge about, money cannot be allowed
to become the sine qua non of trusteeships, even at private institutions.
As such, it clearly operates against many kinds of people whose opinions
and achievements in other ways could greatly enrich the overall gquality
of most governing boards. In Clark Kerr's words, "Higher education has
become everybody's business. The campus is no longer on the hill with
the aristocracy, but in the valley with the people."20 It may now be
time for the valley residents to comprise a greater proportion of t+rustees
as well.

The idea of a two-board system--one primarily concerned with the
fiscal stability of the institution, the other with the edjucational
program (broadly defined)--is hardly new, of course. Many institutions,
particularly in the private sector, have had two boards for years.
Unfortunately, however, the characteristics of the members of the two
boards have too often been indistinguishable. Now, as women, Negroes,

young people, and people from nonbusiness occupations are added to

19Mike Bassett, "Corporate Imagery in the Service of Academia" Heights

% December L4, 1969. This special report
is an extremely informative and well-written account, from a student's view,
of the ins and outs of the trusteeship at one large, urban university.

20Clark Kerr, "Governance and Functivu.'s," page 111 in The Fmbattled
University, Winter 1970 issue of Daedalus (Vol. 99, No. 1).
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governing boards, perhaps the adoption of a two-board plan, or some
similar arrangement to accommodate diversity on the board and maintain
fiscal vitality, will attain greater popularity. For it seems likely
that the recent trend toward broader representation on governing boards
is more than a passing fancy. There is no evidence for this assertion,
of course, and time must be the judge. But "he external pressures and
occasional internal insights that have led 1, the recent addition of
previously underrepresented groups are likely to grow stronger before
they abate. In the long run, in fact, the whole idea of a hierarchical
structure in American colleges and universities, with the board of
trustees at the top, may give way to a more egalitarian form of gover-
nance. Until this happens, however--or perhaps while this is happening--
the increased representation of women, Negroes, young people and others
traditionally absent from trustee groups may well set the tone for the

1970s, adding an uncommonly liberal element to many governing boards.
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American Association for Higher Education
Association of Goveming Boards

COLLEGE TRUSTEE STUDY

Administered by Educational Testing Service

Princeton, New Jersey February, 1968
Please print, on line 1 to the right, the Institution Make No
name of the college or university on whose Marks Here
governing board you serve. If you are o
governing board member at more than one 1 O 0
institution, please print the name of each
(up to four), but yse line 1 for the jnstity: 2 o o
tion on whose board yoy gre most gctive
or which, in general, you regard as most 3 O O
important for you.
4 o o
MARKING INSTRUCTIONS: Make No Marks Here
E— Q0@ 0@ OF
This questionnaire will be read by on automatic scanning device. QOO OO0 O
Certain marking requirements are essential to th s process. Your care- |@@® @@ GO
ful observance of these few simple rules will be most appreciated. Use |@@® OO OO
soft black lead pencil only (No. 2 or softer). Make hzavy black marks |@ @@ @@ @@
that completely fill the circle. Erase completely any answers you wish [®G®® GG GG
to change. Avoid making any stray marks in this booklet. e 060 66
Q00 OO0 060
EXAMPLE: Will marks made with ball pen, fountain  Yes No
pen or colored pencils be properly read?....O...@ |@@® OB OO
THIS QUESTIONNAIFT IS REGARDED AS CONFIDENTIAL AND [©OQ0ROCEG®
WILL BE USED FOR STATISTICAL PURPOSES ONLY. IT WILL NOT |©@OQ@ROORRO
BE RELEASED IN ANY WAY THAT WILL ALLOW IT TO BE !DENTI- |©OQOOCROGE
FIED WITH YOU OR ANY INSTITUTION. lelolelcjolelclele]
1. Sex: PART |
Male........ @) 4. Pleose indicoe the omount of formal education you have,
Female ..... QO , Check only the highest level (i.e., mark only one alternative).
i Did not graduateMrom secondary school...........cvvuiunn.ld O
2. Age a* last tirthday: Graduated from secondary school ...vvvvniivinnniennnnnnss 0]
Some college, but did not obtain degree . ............c.00uu.s O
39 or under .. .O Graduated from junior college (earned A.A. degree)........... O
4010 49..... O Graduated from college (earned baccalaureate degree) .. .... .. O
50 to 59.....4 O Attended professional (e.g., law or medical school) or
60 to 69..... 4 O graduate school but did not attain a professional or graduate
70 ot over ....0O degree L.ttt i i i i O
Attained master's degree (e.g., M.A., M.B.A)) ........... e
Attained o professional degree requiring at lenst 3 years of
3. What is your race? post graduate work (e.g., M.D., L.LL.B.)...........uns ...0
Attained a doctorate degree (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D.) ......... e
Caucasian... 8
Negro .......
Oriental. ..... @) CONTINUE ON TO PAGE 2 q
Other........ O

Copyright©1968 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved.
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6. Whot is your religious offiliotion?

7. Whot hos been your moin Protestont

8. Which of the following stotements repre-

9. On how mony college or university

5. Pleose estimate your toto! fomily income IIO. How long hove you been o member of the

lost yeor. Consider onnucl income from
oll sources befare toxes.

Less than $6,000..0 $30,000ta$49,9920Q
$6,000 to 9,999....0 $50,000ta $74,999 0
$10,000t0$14,999. .0 $75,000t0 $99,9990
$15,000 to $19,999. O $100,000 or mare. O
$20,000t0$29,992 .0

Pratestant........ (@]
Catholicovvvvve.sd

Jewish...... ...0 Skip ta
Other religion.... ! question 8

Na farmal religion .

denominotionol affiliotion?

Baptist. oo iiiieiiiiiiiiininniienonsd O
Christian Church, Church of Christ. .... O
Episcopol.........,................O
(T N O
Methadist. .oovevnrerrniinriennnens O
Presbyterian ..o vviiiiiineiiinenend O
Unitarion ar Universalist..ovvvy.eee.. O
United Church of Christ....vveevse. . Q
Other. vuvvvrireeeriiiiniineeerene s Q

sents the relotionship ketween your
personol religious offiliotion {os morked
in questions 6 ond 7 obove) ond thot of the
institution on line 1 of the first poge?

The institutian is nat church-related . ...Q
The institution is church-related, but |
have na persanal religious offiliation QO
The institution is offilioted with o
religion or denaminatian different
frammy own. viieiiiiiiiiiii e
My persanal religious aoffiliation is the
same os that of the institution ..... .. O

governing boords hove you previously
served exclusive of your present boord
membership(s)?

Naone ...........d QO Three.......... o)

(0] T2 QO Faur.evevennens @)

TWO . tvterannnaad QO Fivearmare ....0
51~

1.

12,

13.

board entered on line 1 of the first poge?

Less thanaone yeor....ooivuvvuniinns, O
One year, but less than four ....v0uuus, @)
Faur years, but less than eight ........ @)
Eight years, but less than twelve. ,..... O
Twelve years ar mare....oovevvvvnesss O

Of how mony corparation boords whose
shares ore troded on o stock exchange hove
you been o member over the post five yeors?

Exclusive of college governing ond
corporotion boords, of how mony other
boords hove you been ¢ member over the
post five yeors (e. g., boord of educotion,
church, culturol offairs, scouts, community
service, etc.)?

Naone v.ovvviinnn O Three.ovun.n.. O
One.....ooovves Faur..vivvenn @)
TWa. i veernennnns Five or mare.... O

Your institution {line 1 of poge 1) ond home
residence are in:
Same community. coivuiiiiiiiiiiiiaeen O
Different communities but the some
state v.vvii it it it it O
Different states but the same general
PEGI%N v o verevrosnssonnessnsasnnns
Different regions .. coovievvnvinnnneas C

. Did you receive o dagree from the institu-

tion listed on line 1 of poge 1? (Pleose
mork only one answer.)

NG ittt tineetetnsernensoensesnns O
Yes, an earned baccaloureate.......... O
Yes, an earned advanced degree........ @)
23, on honorary degree. .. ......0vuue O
Y35, mare than ane degree, ane of which
avos an earned baccalaureate. . .......
Y:‘g , mare thon ane degree, but not an
“aried boccalaursate v v v iiaiien

15. Are you on executive of o corporotion whose

shores ore troded on o stock exchange?
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16. Indicate the one category which best describes your primary occupation. (If retired,

indicate your former occupation.)

Executive or administrative member of a manufacturing firm...oovvvviiiiinrriiiinnnnnss
Non-executive member of a manufacturing firm. ....ovvviniiiiiiiiniiirrrsnsssninnnnns
Executive or administrative member of a merchandising firm .....oovviiviiiiivnrnnnnns
Norn.executive membar of @ merchandising firm ...ovvviivrirsinrensseroissssssnnnsnns
Executive or administrative member of a banking, investment or insurance firm..........
Non-executive member of a banking, investment or insurance firm......coovnuevrisrnnns
Executive or administrator of a non-profit foundation or organization .........cc0vvuunnnn
Non-executive member of a non-profit foundation or organization ......cevvevsininnnsnss

0000000000000V V0O0OOOOOODOD000

T T
Partner of a law firm with ten of more lawyers ... ..oiiuiuinneeinnnnnrsiinnnnessssssns
Partner of a law firm with fewer than ten lawyers.......ovviiiiiiiiniiiniiiiinsinnesss
Lawyer, not partner of a law firm...coviiiiniii ittt ittt i
Non-elected public administrator in local or state government ......ovueviineinreinens
Non-elected public administrator in the Federal Government ........oovvvinviiineennns
Elected official in local or state government......ceonvrvurnertennssnrnsssranensenss
Elected official in the Federal Government .........oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn,
Officer or administrator of an institution or institutions of higher education .............
Faculty member in an institution of higher education.....covvvuiinniiniiiniiininases
Teocher or administrator of one or more primary and/or secondary schools .....cvuvvuen,
Volunteer in community or public Service. ... v vivrrrrrrrriniiierriiiiinorssoasennns
Doctor of medicine ordentistry ....ouviiiiniesiiererttiiienieitaiisrrerterrnannens
Member of the clergy ..ovvuieeet i iiiirrernsarerenstriiiiinessssssesssans
Engineer of architect .. .vuuieerinessirnerinnsasriasriasitsneensoentnsesonsnnssos
Research scientist (other than college faculty member).....ovvvvviiriiiinnnnnnnnns,

BT T S 2SS

Authcr, playwright, artist, MUSICIaN ... i iitiieiivrsnsnnneeenisnnrnuertsssennnnns

ACCOUNEANE . s vttt s en st nnonvnsonnsasonsssonsnsnsnsnenssossasasnonsesnssnsssnnns

CONSUIEANE v vt v v et nneerave st e s sassanesassecnsessssasssnsesnsatstacensonns
Labor union official o vuutveittterinuasiotesrnnnsnnnsssessscosisnennsnsnnnsessns
Farmer, rancher, agriculturalist .. .ouvuueeniieiiinnnssoenirrnsnesncesssssnnnssnssns

each of the following statements, as they apply to the institution indicated
on line one of the first page.

PART i

Please indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement with

Strongly agree
Agree

Unable to say
Disagree
Strongly disagree

Attendance at this institution is o privilege, not o right.........covvvenenns o QOOOQ0O
in making admissions decisions, acodemic aptitude should be the most important

criterion (i.e., given greatest Weight) ......ceeveenereesnsererssnnssnsesses QOO0
Faculty members should Lave the right to express their opinions about ony issue

they wish in vorious channels of college communication, including the class-

room, student newspaper, etc., without fear of reprisol .......ccoviuviinnnnns oO0000
The administration should exercise control over the contents of the student

NEWSPAPEr .« vevrvrerasrersrrssnnnrsrrsrnssnnsssssesnnansssssensessesses QOQOO
All compus speckers should be subject to some officiol screening process ....... QOOQQO
There should be foculty representation on the goveming board.................. OOOQO
Students who octively disrupt the functioning of o college by demonstrating,

sitting-in, or otherwise ‘afusing to obey the rules should be expelled or

T 1Y R o (o 1o (o 1o
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10.

12,
13,

14.

15.
16.

17.

19.
20,
21,
22,
23,

24,

25,

26,
27.

28.

SAA U DSD
The groding system now in use needs to be madified...........ov0vunn veereaesd Q0000
An octive research interest is o prerequisite for good undergroduate teoching;
o mon who daes na research on o subject saon becomes less qualified to

Y. KT S N Q0000
The volue of the Ph. D. (or Ed. D.} is overemphasized in tecruiting foculty ....... 0000
The institution should be actively engoged in solving contemparary sociol

problems ... v iiiiiii it i e e i e R O0000

Teoching effectiveness, nat publicotions, shauld be the prlmory cviterion for

promation of foculty ..ouiu i e Cereeeaad O0000
The institution shauld serve as o cultural center for the papulation in the

sUrrounding reGIoN «vv et v v va vart et ittt it aeataas N 00000

The curriculum should be dellberotely designed to accommodote o wide
diversity in studeni ability levels ond educational-vacatianol

OSPIrOtiONS vt et s testtesienrssrensaraantattstasnttstest et assanttetand Q0000
The institution should be os concerned abaut the personal values of its students

os it is with their intellectual development oo vvvvvruriiirisnneiiareeienees 00000
Students invalved in civil disobedience off the campus shauld be subject to

discipline by the callege os well as by the lozol outhorities ... ...t ceeeeeaed O0000
There should be more professional educatars on the boord of trustees .......ov0u Q0000
The mcre apprapriate rale of the callege president is that of mediotar rather

thon leoder.......... R R P R R R Q0000

The following series of stotements refer to higher educotion in generol. In responding
to these stotements, do not limit your frome of reference to the institution on line one
of the first poge (os in the prevuous serles), but insteod indicote your ogreement

There should be appartunities far higher education ovailable to anyone who SAAUDSD
seeks education beyond secaondary schaol ..vvvvivviiiiiiiiiiniina, Ceraeraas Q0000
The requirement that o professar sign o loyalty aoth is reasonoble.........ovuits O0000

A definite institutionol religious commitment or philasophy does not necessorily
preciude o genuine expasure of the student to alternotive views nor prevent

free inquiry and expressian on the port of the foculty .. .ovuvneviinininin, O0000
Increosed federal support of higher education will meon increased federal

Lo 1112 S T R R I 00000
The typical undergraduate curriculum hos suffered fram the specialization of

foculty members ...uouetiiintineiesniesiiniieiaeetitiitiiiiiiiiiesnsians 00000

Calleges should admit sociolly disodvontaged students who appeor to have

potentiol, even when such students do not meet normal entronce require-

MENTS 4 4urorosrsrsososorosossssssssasossssssssassontsnsnsssssssssnsnns OOOOO
Traditionally Negra institutions serve o necessory function by offering the

Negro student o curriculum which mare neorly meets his needs ond educationol

bockground . s v s eie et et it e s eee 00000
A coeducationol institution pravides o better educatianal setting thon o college

for anly men or Women .. v v vveeiieeiiiriireneeintiiiaistiatsiiasnsetiaed 0000
Callective borgaining by foculty members hos no place in o callege or

UMIVEES Y o v e e v e et nsnseassnnnsesasssssssssasssesanssnnensorsnnsnssnsnnd O0000
Running o callege is besically like running o business. .. .ovvviiiiiieieiininsd O0000D
Froternities and/ar sarorities (or similar sociul clubs) provide an importont

ond positive influence for undergraduotes ...vvvvveiiiriiriiinaiiieiiiiiiaiae o0oQC00
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Below is a selection of campus policy matters which, from time to time, require decisions.
We are interested in learning vour impression of which group or groups aifiliated with the
institution on line one of the first page should exercise major authority in making the
decision. Where only one group should have major authority (even though severo! groups may
be involved), mark only one circle. For matters which you feel should be decided by two or
more groups hoving major authority, mark oll thot would be included.

Example: You may feel that a decision should be made by the board alone or with 2 4w
T the board as the only group having major authority (as in @), with the § &g § v
board and the administration each having major authority (as in b), with the students, 3 g £ g -fs’
faculty and trustees each having major authority (as in ¢), etc. 282822
Clelelel le)
PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT AS YOU THINK IT SHOULD Ulelel I lo)
APPLY TO THE INSTITUTION ON LINE ONE OF THE FIRST PAGE. QL. Jel Je}
30. Adding or deleting specific COUrSES . uvuvivitainnntenieneererrinnnneennnnennns 00000
31, Adding or deleting a degree program(s) ««cvuvvvriirirrrnrerrriineerenses..... Q0000
32. Establishing rules regarding student housing....eevesirrrnninsseinserenss.... QO0O00O
33. Nomination of speaker for commencement address.......coviiiiieenncnnnnne oo 00000
34, Appointment of the college president......veuniiiiinnririnnriineninninnn..., QO00O0
35. Determination of the tuition (or fees)....coiiiiiiiiiiiivnrrrenrnnsnnnnnen ... 00000
36. The future of a professor accused of immoral conduct with students ......vvvu.n. 00000
37. Tenure decisions for specific faculty members .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiinnnd 00000
38. Disciplinary action against a student for cheating on an examination ....vevvuasn 00000
39. Determination of institutional policy regarding organized student protests......... 00000
40. Appointment of the academic dean or chief academic officer.........c0vvinnnas 00000
41. Policies regarding faculty leaves and sabbaticals .............ccoiiiiininnn 00000
42. Decisions regarding general admissions standards and criteria .....vvvevininnnad O0000
43. Awarding ~f honorary degrees .. ....couiiittr it iiiiiiieiaiir it aas 00000
44. Nature and scope of the athletic program ...vvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnnnand 00000
45. Creation or elimination of local chapters of fraternities and/or sororities ......... CcO000

46. Many feel that the single most important decision made by a governing board is the choice
of a new president. Please indicate your feelings regarding the importance of the following
choracteristics which might be considered in the selection of a new president for your

institution.

Absolutely Not

Essential Important Important  Undesirable
Experience in college administration.......... (@ 2 (@ JUT (@ 2T (@)
Experience on college faculty ................ O.........\ Ol (@ O
tolder of earned Ph.D. ........cc0vvvunnnnn, O O.ovvnn (O O
Particular religious affiliation ........c0vuun. O.......... (O Ol O
Experience in high-level business

management ........o0ee000asvnraaseaannn O .......... O .......... O .......... O
Alumnus of the institution.......c.cevveeenin, Ol (© JUUUU (O U O
Personal life free from ‘*complications’’

(e.g., divorce) ....uiviviiennraneenonnnnns O.iinl Ol (O NN O
Polished personal style ..........cccvuvinnnn, O.......... O.......... O v O
Member of clergy controlling institution ....... O.......... Ol Covvnn, (@)
Contacts, the ability to raise funds ........... O.........\ (O U O.enn. O

47 .What is your political party preference? 48.Which of the following best describes
your political ideology or leaning?

Republican ... oiviiiiiiiiiiiinenns
Democrat . e iiiviiiiiiiiniininnnnaes O Conservative . vovvieneiiiinaiinasanns O
Other ..oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnsnnnnad O Moderate ......occuvinniiinininnnnss O

Liberal. .ovvireiineinnniennninsannss O
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49. Of the persons listed below, indicate your impresision of the extent to which the
poiitical or social views of each agree with yours.

Very similar

Mare similar Mare dissimilar

Very un-  Don't

te mine than dissimilar  than similer like mine  know
H. Rap Brown............. [o T & [ I & N O
Williom Buckley, Jr........ 1@ U O..... PR [ © O....... O
William Fulbright.......... 10 @ I O R © N O
John Kenneth Galbraith. . . . . (@ I | © | © | © N (@)
Barry Goldwater........... 1O UV © SO © NUTTUUOTRN O........ O
Lyndon Johnsan........... (@RI © DU Oviennnnd O........ @)
Rabert Kennedy ........... Oveiceeee OO Ol C
Martin Luther King ........ (ORI © S o 'S NN O
Eugene McCarthy.......... (O NN © RUTTE & N O........ O
Richard Nixon ...c0vevuess 1O R O NI © R O..... O
AynRund ...iiviviiiinnnn, 1O R © R [ N [© N O
Renald Reagan.......uo.. (© NI © B @ @ X O
Nz({son Rockefeller ........ [ NI © R [ O........ O
Benjamin Spock .......uu0e O USRI © U [ XY O....... O
Norman Thamas ........... [© VTN © N [© NUNUUUNNY @ U O
George Wallace ........... O IS © RITITIINN © NUTTURIE © NN O
Rabert Welch ............. Oeooe it O OO ®]
Whitney Young .........00e OOOO ........ O

PART I

This section consists of questions about your activities as a trusiee. If you are ¢ member
of more thon one board, throughout this seciion of the questionnaire please respond with

reference to the institution listed on line 1 of pag

1. How many times did your board meet
during the past calendar y2ar (January

'67 through December '67)?

Twice ar less .vvuuiuvinnnnernennesad O
Three or four times ...ovvvinenn.n. . O
Five to eight times .................0
Nineormoremeetings...............o

el.

2. What percent of these meetings were
you able to attend?

Al i 0]
Nat all, but more than 75% .......... O
One half to three quarters ........... O
Fewer than half.........oovievuene, O

3. Approximately how many hours per yegr (including travel time' do you spend on each of

the following board-related activities?

U;uully One to 21 to 51 to More than
None 20 hrs. 50 hrs. 80 hrs. 80 hours
In full board meetings........... Q......... O.vennnn. (& T, O.....u. (@]
In committee meetings .......... Q.vetn C.ovvvl 1O N C.......v O
Attending ad hoc meetings aof
college groups ......vuvvvnnn, Q......... C......... O........ O......... O
Making speeches on behalf of
the institution ............... Q......... Q..oveeens O......... Q......... O
Soliciting contributions ......... Q......... Q.oovil Q.vel O.vvnne (@)
Recruiting students............. Q......... (© N (@ (O N (@)
Personal conferences with
college personnel ............ Q......... Q..o O......... [© DU (@)
Other .vvvvviiiiiniennennenanes Q....oeve Q... O.ovvvs [© UUTTPU O
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5= Have never heard
of it
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A B
4. Indicote in column A to the right the Contributed Generated by
approximote omount of money you contri- _byyou your er"m"s
buted to the college during the past five Under $1,000.........! (&
years. Include maney controlled by you $1,000 to $9,999...... O NI @)
(e.g., corporote contributions, privote $10,000 to $29,999.... (O @)
foundotion money, etc.) Then, in column $30,000 to $99,999... O..vvvvvvnnnne, @)
B, indicote the opproximote contributions $100,000 to $499,999..0............... ®)
generoted by your efforts through direct $500,000 to $999,999..0......ceent. .. .0
solicitotion or contocts. $1,000,000 or over ... O..cooiininnnn. o
5. How did you come to be o member of the governing boord?
Elected by the public as representative of a political party.....ovvvvviinneeininninnins, C
Elected by the putlic as non-portison candidate .....coviiviniiiiiiiiineniiiiiiiiiinias ®)
Elected by alumni . .uvuvuiiniienentineinneinnetinereensotenietinsnnentsssssnssanias @)
Selected by the board itself .....ovvvniiiiniiiiiinnns N ®]
Appointed by the president. . ...oivuiiniineinniiinieiii ettt i ®)
Appointed by gevernor or government official «..vvv i i s @)
Ex officio member by virtue of some position external to the college ..........cvunvnis, Q
Chosen by a church conference, religious order, or some other religious body .............. @)
[0 T R @)

6. How importont would you regord the following chorocteristics for governing boord members

ot your institution? Very Unimportant
impertant |myortant (irrelevant) Undesirable
Stature in his or her community ........... Oiveoenn OO @]
Stature in chosen vocation oroctupation...o.............O............O.............O
Generally known te other trustees......... O O O v O
Has sufficient time to devote to the
trusteeship ...vnenieninnrensnnanranns OO ............. @) O
A generally middie-of-the-road point of viewO............. (@ I (O I @)
Alumnus of the institution ....oovveevenns @ N © RO (@ N O
Holds strong views about most matters ... O @ U O ! O
Potentiol to make substantial financial
contributions ., . ... i iiiiiiian, O R Oiveeeen. O @)
Generally impatient with the status quo and
likes to move ahead with new ideas ..... @ I O........... O O
7. Pleose indicate the 12345
extent of your AAHE, Faculty Participation in Academic Goverrance ... QQOQQO
fomiliority with the Brubacher and Rudy, Higher Education in Transition. . ... 0000
publicotions listed Corson, The Governance of Colleges and Universities ... 00000
to the right. Dodds, The Academic President: Educator or Caretaker?. OOQQO
Goodmoan, The Community cf Scholars ............00ne, 00000
Use the key below in Hofstadter and Metzger, Development of Academic
responding: Erecdom in the United States.......oovvnnvvnnsinnns O0000
Kerr, The Uses of the University .....cvoviviniiinnnnns 00000
1=Have read com- McGrath, The Predominantly Negra Colleges and
pletely Universities in Transition ...iveevenriniaeneenneess 00000
2=Have read portions Millett, The Academic Community..c.cvvvvivsssnsnnnns Q000
3=Have briefly exam- Pattillo & Mackenzie, Church-Sponsored Higher Ed. ... .. Q00000
ined, but not Perkins, The University in Transition ...ovvveevenvnons 00000
read Rauh, College and University Trusteeship ............. 00000
4= Know of the book, Rudolph, The Americon College and University ...oootss 00000
but haven’t Ruml & Morrison, Memo to a College Trustee ........... 00000
seen it Sanford, The American College . ...ovvnvivvvnenenarnns 00000



8. Whot is the extent of your
fomiliarity with the educationol

periodicals listed to the right? 12345
AGB Reports .. vvvvvieinvnenevnennennsad 00000

Use the key belaw in responding: Chronicle of Higher Education...........J 00000
Callege and University Business ........ 0000

1=read regularly Callege Management .......ovvveueninnsd 00000
2=read, but not regularly Educational Record .....ovuvvenvuivinnnsd 00000
3=have read only several articles EPE 15-Minute Trustee Newsletter .. ..... 00000
from this periadical which Higher Educatian and Natianal Affairs..... QO000
were brought ta my attention Journal of Higher Education ............ 0000
4=am familiar with this periodical Jovinal of Negro Education. .......... .00000
but have never read it Junior College Journal v.vovvvuvuiuvnennsd Q0000
5=am not familiar with this Liberal Education ....vvuvenrvennnunnsd 00000
periodical L0 s e o o ]o]e)

9. Whot trustees actuolly *“do’’ hes olwoys been o difficult question to answer. Depending
on the sizc of the institution and its operoting practices, trustee participation ranges from
actually moking decisions (in the sense of weighing evidence) to canfirming octions
already committed.

Listed below are a series of topics commonly considered by trustees. You are asked to indicate
the degree to which you were involved in such topics. Mark the highest level of invelvement,
whether as an individual, @ member of a committee, or o member of the entire board. Fill in one
circle only. If you were not invslved in the subject, leave the line blank. Use the following
definitions as a guide to completing this question:
Decided: You were directly involved in the decision-making process. Alone or with others, you
examined the data and decided on a course of action.
Reviewed and Advised (R& A): You considered proposals made by others (usually staff of the
college). You reviewed these proposals and advised those who were in the process of making them.
Approved or Confirmed (A or C): You took a pro-forma action on decisions already committed;
decisions which could not be changed substantively at that point in time.

Personnel Decided R&A AorC
Faculty appointments .. ..ueueiiieniersenenrnosenesnerereennns O........ O....... O
Wage scales of non-faculty personnel ........covvviiieeiinninnn, O.......! O.c.... O

Retirement plans ... .vuieuiinitiinenninerinroseersnnonninnnns O.......! O....... )
Student life

Dormitory rUles « v vuveyiensieononnnesnosesesnnnnssnsosesnsenns O....... O....... (@]

Athletic programs ........... C e asrennaatrererrseersaentenas O....... O....... O

Policies on student-invited speakers .........covievuenennennn.s O........ O....... O
Finance

IV CtMENtS o\ttt vttt ittt airreree s ranenea Do O....... O

Budget — detailed analysis...vuvvieuenrnnineienerennernennnnes Do O....... O

Long-range planning.....c.vuiiiienenensiineninsneennnennonnies O.......! O....... O
Plant

Devalopment of o campus master plan......vovuvenennrirrnrenn.s O....... 4 Ol (@]

Selection of Gn GrchiteC! o vuuvvserrirnr e seinereeesensonnennnss O........ O O

Architectural drawings for a particular building ....vvvuuvinn.nnn. O. . O....... O
Educational program

Decision about a research contract v vvvvvvrvnvnneneennenenenenss O.c....O il O

Changes in the undergraduate program........vvvvvvnevnnoneonns O.......! O.ovvs O

Instructional methods vt vveieiiiiii it ii it iieneannes O........ O....... O

Library services .......... N O......0........ o]

Admissions policies..vveene i iiiieriiiaieenvareneennenonenens O....... O....... (@]

External affairs

Fund raising plans . .vviiveensieivinerinnnneeorvoononsnnnnese O..o.. Q....... @)
Alumni affairs o vouenit it inniieniereeiiinrrrrrnnrersrrannnns O....... 4 O (@]

LRIC
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A DESCRIPTION COF THE SCALES FROM THE TRUSTEE QUESTIONNAIRE
USED TO MEASURE ATTITUDES TCWARD ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE

Though each item included in the trustee questionnaire (presented
in Appendix A) was included hecause it was felt that each one assessed
an attitude worth knowing about in its own right, it is at the same time
true that the summary of responses to a set of items taken together, in
certain cases, can yield a more stable measure of a particular trait--an
attitude, in this case--than is possible with a single item. Two such
sets of items or scales were employed in this research: one, consisting
of four items and yielding a possible score range of 4-16, was used as
a measure of attitude toward academic freedomj the second, consistiig
of 16 items and yielding a possible score range of 16-176, was used as
a measure of attitude toward democratic governance. Some brief charac-

teristics of these two measures are included here.

Academic Freedom

The four items forming the Academic Freedom scale used in this

research were:

Questionnaire
Number Scoring
Part II Faculty members should have the right to SA=l, A=3
Item #3 express their opinions about any issue they D=2, SD=1
wish in various channels of college communica-
tion, including the classroom, student news-
paper, etc., without fear of reprisal.
Part II The administration should exercise control SA=1, A=2,
Item #, over the contents of the student newspaper. D=3, SD=}
Part I1 All campus speakers should be subject to SA=1, A=2,
Item #5 some official screening process. D=3, SD=}
Part II The requirement that a professor sign a SA=1, A=2,
Item #20 loyalty oath is reasqnable. D=3, SD=}

. Aﬁgo )
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Thus, the scores on this scale could range from 4-16. The actual
distribution of scores, with other summary characteristics, were as

follows (based on the total trustee sample):

Mean = 10.13
Lowest score = 4.0
Highest score = 16.0
Standard Deviation = 2.43
Reiiability
(Coefficient Alpha) = .76

Democratic Governance

The 16 items comprising the Democratic Governance scale were
items 30-45 of Part II of the Questionnaire (see Appendix &). The
scoring of these items was considerably more complex than for the
Academic Freedom scale, since more than one response could be chosen by
each trustee. Briefly, the highest score for any one item, that is, 11,
was obtained by responding that all four campus groups--students, faculty,
administrators, and trustees ("other" responses were not scored)--should
have major authority in making the decision: +thus, a high Democratic
Governance attitude. The lowest score (1) was obtained by responding
that only trustees should have major authority in making the decision.
Other various combinations of responses were assigned values between
one and 11. The possible range of scores was thus 16-176. The actual
distribution of sccres, with other summary characteristics, were as
follows (based on the total trustee sample):

Mean 60.52
Lowest score 17.00
Highest score = 176.00

Standard Deviation = 15.43
Reliability
(Coefficient Alpha) = .78
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A SURVEY QF CHANGES IN THE COMPOSITION OF COLLEGE AND

UNIVERSITY GOVERNING BOARDS DURING 1968-1969
Rodney T. Hartnett

Abstract

A survey of the presidents of 536 institutions participating in a
1968 study of college and university trustees was conducted to determine
what changes, if any, had occurred in the composition of their governing
boards in the direction of greater representation of groups not previously
found in such positions. The data suggest that very few institutions
--only 3% of the national sample--added students or faculty members to
their boards during the 18 months since the time of the criginal trustee
study. Increases in trustees from other groups not previously well
represented on governing boards, however--e.g., Negroes, women, persons
under the age of L4O--were substantial. Differences between types of

institutions are noted.

Educational Testing Service
Princeton, New Jersey
February, 1970
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A SURVEY OF CHANGES IN THE COMPOSITION OF COLLEGE AND

UNIVERSITY GOVERNING BOARDS DURING 1968-1969
Rodnev T. Hartnett

In the Spring of 1968, Educational Testing Service conducted a national
survey of memhars of college and university governing boards in order to learn
something about their biographical characteristics, educational attitudes, and
roles as trustceS;l

Of the many findings from that study, one of the least surprising--and at
the same time perhaps most important--was the homogeneity of trustees in terms
of certain background characteristics. Specifically, trustees were found to be
predominantly men (only 13% were women), somewhat older (5% were under age 140),
white (96%), and from professional occupations, often in business (with only 13%
from education and practically none from the "creative arts®).

As subsequent, more detailed analyses of some of these data were being
carried out in late 1969, however, there were indications that some of these
overall characteristics of trustees had undergone considerable change. In
the 18 months since the time the data were gathered--and especially in the
12 months or so since the first report was issued--numerous articles and news
stories in various popular magazines and newspapers were heralding the dramatic
changes that seemed to be taking place in the composition of many college and

university governing boards. Thus, the New York Times editorialized in October

lSee Rodney T. Hartnett, College and University Trustees: Their Back-
grounds, Roles, and Educational Attitudes, Princeton, New Jersey, Educational

Testing Service, 1969. The study was conducted in conjunction with Morton A. Rauh,
whose book The Trusteeship of Colleges and Universities (McGraw-Hill, 1969) was
based partially on the same data.
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of 1969, "Now a healthy tide is running toward reform of college boards of
trustees to add diversity to their membership.. ."2

Such a "*healthy tide...running toward reform," if true, obviously carried
with it many implications for the analyses of the data which was by now some
18 months old. Had the composition of these governing boards already changed
so much that these data were no longer relevant or useful? This was an impor-
tant question, and it clearly made no sense to continue with the analyses already
under way -and to issue a report based on these data--if the changes during the
intervening year and one half suggested they were already out of date.

Aside from the implications such btsard changes might have for analy-sis of
the trustee data, however, there was the more straightforward concern with
verifying a presumed phenomenon. That is, regardless of whether we had conducted
an earlier survey of trustees, the point is that a change of major significance
was being reported as occurring in American higher education, ani it seemed
vitally important to learn, through orderly, objective procedures, whether such
a change was in fact taking place.

Thus, it was decided, in the fall of 1969, to survey the presidents of the
institutions included in the originzl trustee study, asking them to indicate
the changes, if any, that hsd occurred in certain categories of composition
of their board. The "certain categories" referred, of course, to those groups
of people not previously represented in any substantial numbers on college
governing boards, or, to put it another way, to those whose characteristics
might be adding more heterogeneity to what has slready been described as a very

homogeneous group. Such a survey, it was hoped, would replace speculation with

”
“"Revitalizing the Universities," New York Times, October 10, 1969, p. L6.
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facts, on a national basis, about the nature and extent of change in the composi-

tion of college and university governing boards.
Procedure

A one-page questionnaire (see Appendix) and a cover letter explaining
the purposes of the survey were mailed to the presidents of the same 536 insti-
tutions that participated in the original survey of trustees.3 The presidents
(or someone on their staff) were simply asked to indicate how many trustees of
nine specific types or categories were added to and/or left their board since
the time of our original survey. Also they were asked to indicate if they had
specific plans to add one or more trustees of each type during the coming year
and were given the opportunity to describe other changes in the composition of
their board by writing on the back of the form. This request was sent to thé
presidents only once; there was no follow-up mailing.

The response rates for these 536 presidents, by type of institution, are
reported in Table 1. Completed questionnaires were returned by L1l institutions,
or approximately 77% of the sample. Nine of these, however, did not provide
suificient information for categorizing their institutions (see bottom portion
of questionnaire), and thus, the usable number of responses was LO2 or 75%.
Response rates varied from a high of 81% for public universities to 61% for
public junior colleges, but for the other types of institutions were quite

simiiar.

3For details regarding the selection of this sample of 536 institutions
and how it cciapares with the national distribution of higher educational insti-
tutions in terms of level of offerings and type of control, see Hartnett, op.cit.
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Table 1
Response rates by type of institution
]
; Number of Usable
- Questionnaires Number Percentage
; Mailed Returned Response
3
TOTAL 53% yo2® 75.00
Public Universities 79 N 81.01
Public Colleges 50 39 78.00
; Public Junior Colleges 67 L1 61.19
Private Universities _ 53 L1 77.36
(excluding Catholic)
Private Colleges 164 126 76.83
(excluding Catholic)
Private Junior Colleges L5 35 77.78
Catholic Colleges and 78 56 71.79

Universities

a'Act.uatlly, h11 completed responses were received, yielding an
overall response rate of 76.67%. Nine of these, however, were not
included in the statistical summaries because they could not be
categorized into an institutional type.
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Findings

The total national sample

The basic findings of the survey are reported in Table 2, where the per-
centage of different types of institutions reporting an increase (and the very
few reporting decreases) are summarized. For the first four "types," very few
institutions reported increases. That is, students and faculty members, con-
trary to the impression one might have received from the popular press, have
been added to very few governing boards, either with or without voting privi-
leges. Nationally, only 3% of the institutions surveyed reported adding one or
more students with voting privileges and the same is true for faculty members.
Students without voting privileges were added by 7% of the 402 institutions,
whereas only 5% added faculty members without the right to vote. Thus, though
neither of these groups were added to the board by many institutions, students
fared as well as faculty members in terms of earning seats with voting privi-
leges and somewhat better at gaining positions without voting privileges.h

Moving away from student and faculty board memberships, however, there
would appear to be some real shifts occurring in the composition of many boards.
Fourteen percent of the non-Negro institutions report having added one or more
Negroes to their boards, 17% of the non-women's institutions (i.e., coeduca-
tional or all-male institutions) added one or more women to their boards, nearly

a third (33%) of the institutions added one or more persons under 4O (excluding

hIt should be kept in mind, of course, that these figures refer only to
percentage of institutions adding these types to their boards during an 18 months
period, and say nothing about the members already on boards. In this case, for
example, it's not unlikely that a greater percentage of institutions report add-
ing students without voting privileges precisely because more of them already
had faculty members serving in this capacity than students.
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student:), and almost one-fourth (23%) added one or more trustees whose primary
occupation is in the field of <ducation. Those with occupations in the creative
arts (admittedly, a vague term), however, contimued to be passed over; only L%
of the institutions increased this group.

These increases, as noted, refer to those institutions adding one or more
trustees from each group. A natural question at this point, then, is how many
of these are increases of one trustee and how many are increases of two or more?
These data are presented in Table 3. Here it is clearly shown that of the insti-
tutions reporting increases of one or more previorsly underrepresented trustees
(as in Table 2), the great majority of them, in fact, are talking about an in-
crease of one. For example in Table 2 it was shown that 3% added one or more
students with voting privileges. In Table 3 we see that approximately 2.5% were
increases of one, and 0.49%, or only about one-fifth as many, were increased by
three or more. Likewise, of the 31% reporting increases of one or more persons
under age 40 (again from Table 2), approximately two-thirds were referring to
increases of one trustee. Similar comparisons can be made for each of the nine
underrepresented groups, and in each case it is clear that reference to a certain
percentage of institutions adding one or more trustees, is, in most cases, an

increase of one trustee.

Increases by type of institution

One of the most striking differences between different types of institutions
in terms of their records of adding more diversity to their boards is found in
the public/private comparison (see Table 2). This is particularly true if the
comparison is restricted to senior institutions. A consistently smaller percent-
age of public universities and public colleges have added trustees from the five

nonstudent and nonfaculty groups listed. For example, 11% of the public
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Table 3

Distribution of trustees of various types added

to all institutions in national sample (N=402)

Percentage of

institutions

decreasing or % % %

adding none adding adding adding three

Type of Trustee of this type one two or more
Students with voting privileges 97.01 2.48 0.00 0.49
Students without voting privileges 93.28 3.98 1.99 0.74
Faculty members with voting privileges 96.99 1,74 0.75 0.50
Faculty members without voting privileges 8,51 2.49 1.99 0.99
Negroes® 85.79 11.67  2.54 0.00
Women? 82.98 12,50  3.72 0.80
Persons under 4O (excluding students) 68.6L 21.64 6.71 2.98
Occupation in creative arts 95.50 L.23 0.25 0.00
Educational occupation (but not on 76 .60 15.42  6.22 1.74
this campus)

®Based on N=39hs Negro institutions were asked to omit this item.

bBased on N=376; predominantly women's institutions were asked to omit this item.




universities and 8% of the public colleges have added one or more Negroes to
their boards during the period in question, whereas the range for private insti-
tutions was from 12% (for Catholic colleges and universities) to 32% (for inde-
pendent universities) Thirteen percent of the public colleges and 6% of the
public universities have added women, whereas the range for private institutions
was from 15% (again for Catholic colleges and universities) to 24% (again for
independent universities). This comparison can also be made for adding persons
under 4O, those in the creative arts (where no public institutions have made
board additions) and from the educational field.

There appears to be a rather simple explanation for these public/private
differences. The majority of private institution trustees are selected by
those alrzady serving on the board.S Thus, changes in the composition of a
private institution's board need only the conviction of the board members that
such changes will be benuficial. Public institutions, on the other hand, have
no such built-in control. The trustees of public institutions generally gain
board membership in one of two ways: appointment by the governor or by means
of a public election.6 Thus, members of the administration or governing beard
of public institutions are often in no position to bring about changes in the
composition of their governing boards, even if they wanted to.

Of the private colleges and universities, it appears that the Catholic
institutions made the fewest additions of the type listed in our survey.

Twelve percent added one or more Negroes. 15% added women, and one fourth of them
added one or more persons under 4O. While Catholic institutions made relatively

few composition changes of the kind covered by this survey, however, other

SHartnett, op.cit., p. 68.

6Ibid.
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changes on their boards were much in evidence. For example, many responses from .
Catholic institutions included accounts of considerable structural changes (e.g.,
removing the ultimate authority for the institution from the hands of a bishop)
as well as dramatic changes in the composition of these boards (e.g., going from
a clergy-controlled board to a predominantly lay board), but such changes simply
were not reflected in our questionnaire, whose primary purpose was more restricted
in nature.

Of the other private institutions, independent universities appear to be
one of the most aggressive in moving toward greater board diversity. Nearly
one-third added one or more Negroes to their board during the 18 months period,
108 more than any other type of private institution. Further, 24% of the private
universities added one or more women, and 12% added someone whose primary occupz-
tion is in the creative arts. This last figure is proportionately twice as many
as the next highest private institution and three times the total national per-

centage of L4%.

Composition changes and original status

A reasonable question at this point is, what was the relationship between
the number of additions of a certain type of trustee to a board and the number
of trustees of that category originally serving on the board? For example, did
the addition of trusfees under the age of 4O occur more often at institutions
that tended to have the fewest nv—ber of trustees of this type in the first
place? Were the types of institutions reporting the greatest number of additions
(in Table 2) mainly reflecting a need to "catch up"?

A partial answer to these questions is presented in Table 4. Heré original

status and change comparisons are given for the three types of trustees for whom
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original status data were available from the original trustee survey.7 These
data suggest that the tendency to cppoint women was more pronounced at those
institutions where the original female membership on the board was relatively
low. For example, the type of institution that was most inclined to add wcmen
to their boards--independent universities, where 24% added one or more women--
was also one of the lowest ranking institutions in terms of original proportion
of women on their boards (6%). Conversely, the type with the smallest proportion
of institutions adding women--public universities, of which only 6% added one

or more women--had one of the higher original representations cf women on their
boards (10.3%).

For the two other types of trustees, however--Negroes and those under
age 40--increases did not appear tu be very strongly dependent upon original
status, though slightly ncgative relationships were found for both of these
variables.

Again it should be emphasized that these data refer only to increases in
trustees of these particular types. They i1eveal nothing about increases or
decreases of other kinds of trustees, or other structural and/or procedural
changes which might have occurred on many of these boards. Furthermore, they
say nothing about other new forms of student involvement, via various committees

or advisory groups, that do not include memblorship on the board itself.

Plans for adding trustees

Besides the changes already made in the composition of their governing

board, the president.s were also asked to indicate if they had definite plans

7Actually, original status data for a fourth type of trustee--those whose

primary occupation is in the creative arts--were also available. However, since
the representation of this group was less than 1% at each of the eight types of
institutions, it was excluded from this #nalysis.
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for adding board members in each category during the coming year. (Again, see
questionnaire in Appendix.) A summary of these data are presented in Table 5.
It is interesting to note, first of all, that the percentage of institu-
tions indicating definite plans to add the types of trustees listed is, in every
case for the total sample of institutions, less than the percentage of institu-
tions which have already added these types of trustees during the year and one-
half period (from Table 2). Many of these differences are very large. For

example, 31% of the institutions report that they added one or more trustees

LT T T IR RE G LTRSS MG ey v - TLTSO0 - e Tkt T

below the age oi' 4O, whereas only 8% report definite plans for adding this type
of trustese during the next year. Fourteen percent report having added one or
more Negroes, as compared to 4% reporting definite plans to add one or more
trustees from this group, and so on. Thus, while many institutions may be con-
sidering modifications along the lines suggested in our questionnaire, definite
plans of this kind appear to bg rare.

Again the public/private distinction is considerable, as was the case with
trustees already added to the boards. Definite plans for additions of this kind
were practically nonexistent for the public institutions, suggesting again that
such matters are something over which the administration has little or no control.

It is also apparent that student and faculty membership on governing boards

does not seem to be a phenomenon that is "catching on." Definite plans for add-

ing students to boards with voting privileges are rare overall (though 7% of the

8The questionnaire (see Appendix) asked the presidents to indicate only
definite plans for adding each type of trustee. Such wording may have been
unfortunate. The intention, of course, was to rule out "plans" which, in fact,
were only considerctions. However, it is probably a rare instance in which any
board appointment is definitely planned. More likely, boards set out with a
set of intentions, conscientiously seek to find such a person, and hope for the
best.
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Protestant colleges and universities and 9% of the private junior colleges report

such plans) and similar plans for faculty members are even more uncommon.
Definite plans are most in evidence for Negroes, persons under the age

of 4O, and those from the field of education. Trustees with backgrounds in the

creative arts, not well represented on governing boarus to begin with and not

added to these boards very frequently during the year and one-half span covered

by this study, are probably not going to appear on governing boards in the very

near future as well.
Summary and Discussion

A survey of the presidents of the institutions participating in a recent
study of college and university trustees was conducted to determine what changes,
if any, had occurred in the composition of their governing boards in the direc-
tion of greater representation of groups not commonly found in such positions.
The data suggest that:

1) Very few institutions -only 3% of the national sample--have added one
or more students or faculty members to their boards during the 18 month
period since the time of the trustee study, and very few institutions
have definite plans for such additions in the forthcoming year.

2) Slightly more institutions have added students and faculty members in
nonvoting capacities, but even here the percentages are quite low.

3) Increases in trustees from other groups not previously well represented
on governing boards, however, appear to be substantial. Negroes, women,
persons under the age of 4O and those with educational occupations have
been appointed to many governing boards. Those in the creative arts,
however, continue to be either overlooked or unavailable for such

positions.
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i) There are substantial differences between publiic and private institutions,
both in terms of increases made during the period covered by this study
and plans for the coming year. Public institutions run considerably
behind private ones in both of these regards, probably because the com-
position of their boards is, in many cases, fixed by state law, and would
require legislative action to change.

“) The types of institutions most inclined toward adding women to their
boards were those whose original representation of female trustees was
quite low. Conversely, relatively fewer additions of women were reported
by those institutions whose original representation of women was rela-
tively high. However, for two other types of trustees for whom original
representation data were available--Negroes and people under 4O--increases
were not strongly related to original status.

As mentioned earlier, thesc findings should be interpreted with extreme
caution, for they say nothing about other kinds of changes which might have
occurred on these boards (this would appear to be particularly true at Cathnlic
institutions) .

It might also be argued, of course, that the increases in Negroes, women,
persons under 4O, and those from educational occupations, are only token increases
amounting to very little real change in the composition of these boards. First
of all, the 14% adding Negroes, say, or the 17% adding women, are not very large
percentages. The biggest increase, in fact--for persons under age LO--still
occurred at fewer than one-third of the institutions. Furthermore, as shown in
Table 3, most of these increases refer to an increase of one. The percentage
of institutions adding more than one in these categories is extremely low.

While such qualifiers are well taken and suggest that American colleges

and universities are not "on the make" for trustees of groups not previously
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well represented, it is at the same time clear that some modifications are occur-
ring. Take the increase of Negro trustees as one example.. Fourteen percent of
the non-Negro institutions adding at least one Negro may not be very dramatic.
Yet, that 14% in this case happens to represent an addition of 66 Negroes to

56 institutions--nearly six times the number of Negroes who originally served

on non-Negro college boards! Surely this signals a real change toward more
diversity on college and university governing boards.

The question now, of course, is whether these changes, occurring over just
an eightéen month period, might be viewed as a harbinger of the '70's. Are they
tentative and perhaps temporary responses to verious external pressures? Are
they of the flurry variety, which will quickly pass, or are they symptoms of a
real commitment on the part of many institutions to broader representation on
their boards?

Definite answers to these questions must wait, of course, but, to speculate,
it would seem likely that as new directions and forms of higher education evolve,
new Styles of governance must also emerge. Quite likely, this effort to keep
pace will be characterized, at the outset at least, by greater diversity of mem-
bershin on governing boards. But the mere addition of different types of persons
alone will not guarsatee quality, of course, and concern with diversity runs
the danger of becoming a stereotypic practice with a new set of unfcrtunate con-
sequences all its own. Thus, completely new forms of governance may eventually
appear. But for the foreseeable future, at least, it would seem that broader
representation on college and university governing boards will be a predominant

concern.
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Appendix
Educational Testing Service (Questionnaire used in
October, 1969 survey of presidents)

Please indicate the changes, if any, which have taken place in the composition of your
governing board since May of 1968. We are asking for three kinds of information: (1)
how many trustees in each of the classifications below have left the board during the
last 18 months, (2) how many in each classification have been added during the same
period, and (35 whether there are definite plans for adding board members in each cate-
gory during the coming year. (In completing the form oW, note that single members
of the board may be included in more than one category.) If there has been a change
in the composition of your board (or there is a change expected during the next year)
which cannot be indicated below, please use the back of this form to provide the nec-
essary information. Please make some response to each cate s circling zeroes where
no changes have been made.

Please check
Please circle Please circle (V) if there
number having number added to are definite
left board __your board plans to add

Students with voting privileges 0123 0123+
Students without voting privileges 012 3+ 0123+
Facﬁlty members with voting privileges 0123+ 012 3+
Faculty members without voting privileges 01 2 3+ 0123+
Negroes {predominantly Negro institutions

should skip this item 0123 0123+
Women (women's colleges should skip this

item) 0123+ 0123+
Persons under the age of LO (excluding

students) 0123+ 0123+
Persons wwhose primary occupation is in

the creative arts (e.g., music, art) c12 3+ 0123+
Persons whose primary occupation is in

the field of education (but not on this

campus) 012 3+ 0123+
Other (please indicate any other changes

in the composition of your board by using

the back of this form) 0123+ 0123+

PLEASE COMPLETE THE INSTITUTIONAI INFORMATION AT THE BOTTOM OF THE PAGE AND RETURN THE
QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE EVEN IF NO CHANGES HAVE BEEN INDICATED (i.e.,
ONLY ZEROES CIRCLED) OR NONE ARE PLANNED (i.e., NO CHECKS IN LAST COLUMN).

Name of institution (optional)
Type of control (check one) Public Private, church rel. Private, Ind.
Highest degree awarded Doctorate Master's Bachelor's Associate

ST




